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Preface

From its inception the International Council for Central and East
European Studies attempted to establish scholarly links between Western
scholars and those in the then Communist world. But it was not until
1990 that substantial numbers of Eastern scholars were able to participate,
prior to holding the 1995 Congress in Warsaw.

When the ICCEES was founded at the first international and multi-
disciplinary conference of scholars working in this field, held in Banff,
Alberta, Canada, on 4–7 September 1974, it was given the name
International Committee for Soviet and East European Studies (ICSEES).
Its major purpose was to provide for greater exchange between research
centers and scholars around the world who were devoted to the study of
the USSR and the communist states and societies of Eastern Europe. These
developments were the main motivation for bringing together the very
different national organizations in the field and for forming a permanent
committee of their representatives, which would serve as an umbrella
organization, as well as a promoter of closer co-operation. Four national
scholarly associations launched ICSEES at the Banff conference: the
American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies (AAASS),
the National Association for Soviet and East European Studies in Great
Britain (NASEES), the British Universities Association of Slavists (BUAS),
and the Canadian Association of Slavists (CAS).

Over the past three decades six additional Congresses have been held:
In Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Germany, 1980; Washington, USA, 1985;
Harrogate, UK, 1990; Warsaw, Poland, 1995; Tampere, Finland, 2000; and
Berlin, Germany, 2005. The next Congress is scheduled for 2010 in
Stockholm, Sweden. The original four national associations that spon-
sored the first congress have increased to twenty full and six associate
member associations, with significantly more than a thousand scholars
participating at each of the recent congresses.

It is now a little over three decades since scholars felt the need to coor-
dinate the efforts in the ‘free world’ to describe and analyse the Communist
political systems, their societies and economies, and East-West relations
in particular. Halfway through this period, the Communist system col-
lapsed, the region that was the object of study was reorganized, and
many of the new states that emerged set out on a path of democratic
development, economic growth, and, in many cases, inclusion in Western



institutions. The process turned out to be complex, and there were set-
backs. Yet, by 2004, the European Union as well as the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization had welcomed those post-Communist states that
had met all of the requirements for membership. Not all of the applicant
states achieved this objective; but the process is ongoing. For this 
reason, perhaps even more than before, the region that encompassed
the former Communist world demands study, explanation, and analy-
sis, as both centripetal and centrifugal forces are at work in each state
and across the region.

Preface vii
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1

Ukrainians re-emerged on Europe’s political map in 1991 after more than
200 years of direct foreign political rule. As there was no ‘liberation war’
and ‘old- regime’ elites were not exiled or executed, the legacies of the past
weigh-down particularly heavily. Political independence from Russia is
not matched by economic, cultural or psychological independence.

In 2004 the ‘Orange Revolution’ put Ukraine back on Europe’s mental
map and the new government made entry into the EU a priority. But old
imperial-era preconceptions still influence foreign attitudes towards
Ukraine. Academics are more attuned to ‘anti-Russian’ than ‘anti-Ukrainian’
bias. The owners of Microsoft, the Burda magazine chain, and companies
like Parker and Obolensky or Baskum and Robbins, still do not advertise
or function in Ukrainian, or produce Ukrainian-language versions of their
printed/audio-visual products, but rather, use Russian and flood the
country with Russian-language versions. Editors in a Spanish publishing
house, still unable to distinguish Ukrainians from Russians, published a
translation of Dostoevskii’s Brothers Karamazov (Barcelona: Alba, 2005)
with a picture of Taras Shevchenko on its front-cover.

Pro-EU national leaders, consequently, not only must cope with eco-
nomic dependency. They face entrenched political rivals who maintain the
production/distribution infrastructure of Russian-language audio-visual
and printed products, and who foster the pro-Russian nostalgia for the
soviet past that some hold. They must also deal with non-Russian for-
eign business people whose activities keep Ukraine in the Russian-lan-
guage communications sphere and foreign politicians who equate support
for Ukraine with ‘fragmenting Russia’. This book surveys the Ukrainian–EU
relationship in light of the legacies of Russian rule. Its authors review and
examine not only policies, but also socio-historical trends and underlying
interrelationships between identities, loyalties, and political/cultural ori-
entations.

Introduction. Ukraine: EU Member
or a Second Belarus?
Stephen Velychenko



2 Introduction

Legacies

Ukraine’s post-independence pro-Russian ‘old-regime’ elite may be cate-
gorized as ‘neo-Soviet Russophiles’ and their social base was created by
Soviet policies. Migration policies directed Russians into and Ukrainians
out of Ukraine until the 1960s (Connor, 1984; Dziuba, 1974; Krawchenko,
1985; 300–22). The ensuing ‘ethnic dilution,’ combined with deport-
ations and millions of unnatural Ukrainian deaths between 1917 and 1947,
created large Russian-speaking urban enclaves in the country’s four east-
ernmost provinces. Media policies created a centralized production/dis-
tribution infrastructure that disseminated massive amounts of cheap
Russian-language products which allowed urban Russians to live work
and satisfy their cultural/spiritual needs without having to use or learn
Ukrainian. Since Ukrainian-language products were fewer and restricted
to select Ukrainian subjects/themes, Non-Russian rural migrants little
choice but to acculturate and/or assimilate into Russian-speaking cul-
ture if they sought to better themselves. Second and third generation
urban Russian immigrants and assimilated migrants spoke in Russian,
lived in a Russian public-sphere and were Moscow-oriented culturally
and intellectually. Educational policies from the 1930s, meanwhile, not
only made Russian a compulsory subject, but introduced it as the lan-
guage of instruction in most urban schools. After 1991 most of the urban
population accepted the legitimacy of the Ukrainian state. But the ‘old-
regime’ leaders did not dismantle the institutional infrastructure under-
lying public Russian language-use and thus kept Ukraine within the
Russian-language communications sphere. Given the continued paucity
of Ukrainian-language publications and audio-visual products, people
had little reason to change their Russian language-use or intellectual/
cultural orientation.

Since 1991 increasing numbers of Russians and Russian-speakers see
Ukraine as their native country. Nonetheless, in 2005 whereas only 
6 per cent of Ukrainians saw themselves as ‘soviet citizens,’ the percent-
age for Russians was 18 per cent. While 2 per cent of Ukrainians did not
regard Ukraine as their native country, 9 per cent of Russians in Ukraine
did not – while another 16 per cent did not know what or where their
native country was (Shulha, Vorny, 2006; 108, 344). This means that
among Russian-speakers and cultural Russophiles in Ukraine today is a
minority, of whom most are Russian, that actually supports Russian rule
over the territory in which they live. This former dominant, now ‘restora-
tionist’ minority, can be compared to the French in Algeria, the Germans
in pre-war Bohemia and Poland, or the English in Ireland 100 years ago.
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A widespread image of the space between Japan and Ireland as an
east–west land continuum adds credence this minority’s restorationist
political claims. The geographer Stefan Rudnytsky, however, observed
there was no particular reason to see the territory between Paris and Port
Arthur as a land continuum. It can also be seen in terms of north–south
river networks, since rivers were the only means of fast cheap commu-
nication transportation before the late nineteenth century. Because they
were on two different unconnected river networks Ukraine and Russia
developed independently of each other until Muscovy politically incor-
porated Cossack-Ukraine in the late eighteenth century. Afterwards, Russia
could not economically integrate its Ukrainian lands until it began building
paved roads and railways in the later nineteenth century, while massive
Russian immigration to Ukraine began only in the 1930s. Accordingly,
there is no particular reason to see Ukrainian lands on the southern
river-network defined by the Dnipro, Dnister, and Donets rivers, as the
‘southern part of Russia’ or the ‘western part of Asia.’ They are better
understood as the eastern part of Europe (Wilson, 2000: 281–3).

A failure to distinguish between Russia and its empire also reinforces the
view that Ukraine is or should be ‘part of Russia.’ Russian neo-eurasianists
are perhaps the most outspoken advocates for the restoration of Russian
rule in what was its empire. Seemingly oblivious to the fact that every
other modern country that had an empire and lost it is still ‘alive’, 
a leading proponent of this modern obscurantism, Alexander Dugin,
claims that if Russia repudiates what it controlled before 1991 the result
will be civil war and the ‘. . .utter destruction of the Russian nation. . .’
(Dugin, 2000: 198–201). Formulated in the early 1920s Eurasianism
claims that the territorial unity of the old tsarist empire has to be main-
tained and dominated by a hybrid Russian-speaking nation composed of
all the peoples of the empire who supposedly have more in common
than differences with each other – otherwise they will all suffer ‘Romano-
Germanic oppression.’ Because Eurasian and Bolshevik goals coincided
some Eurasianists cooperated with the Soviets during the twenties until
they were arrested by Stalin. The movement was dead by 1932. Resurrected
by Russian rightist fringe groups at the end of the century, today they
have sympathizers within Ukraine and the Russian government.1

In Chapter 1, Martin Beisswenger summarizes the Eurasianist under-
standing of Ukraine. He identifies the ideological and political roots of
ideas about Ukrainian cultural and political inferiority that Ukraine’s
neo-soviet Russophiles repeat today to rationalize their country’s subor-
dination to Russia and its exclusion from the EU. He reminds us that
inter-war Ukrainian spokesmen retorted that their people were not Russian



nor Eurasian because they were European. In Ukraine, it should be added,
the old inter-war anti-Eurasian literature has not been reprinted, is
unknown, and metaphysical/historiosophical speculation about ‘European
identity’ is a fringe-group activity. Advocates see EU membership as a
means to guarantee sovereignty, democracy, rule of law and higher stand-
ards of living, and not an end in itself. Mainstream Ukrainian pro-EU
opinion is un-ideological and while in power the ‘Orange Coalition’
pragmatically tried to meet EU entrance criteria.

In Chapter 2 Oleh Ilnytzkyj takes us from the political to the cultural. He
shows how in literary and cultural studies the term ‘All Russian’ – which
implicitly encompasses Ukraine and Ukrainians as ‘Little Russians’ – makes
it difficult to imagine Ukraine as something separate and distinct from
Russia. Using ‘All Russian’ in reference to a multi-national imperial cultural
system obscures the differences between the imperial and the national
within that system, and implicitly assumes that the imperial culture cre-
ated by Russians and non-Russians was an exclusively Russian national
culture. Educated Ukrainians in the empire were ‘assimilated’ only to
imperial (state) practices and institutions, which bore few ‘national’
Russian characteristics, and not to the as yet weakly developed Great
Russian nation. In other words, if Ukrainians were becoming ‘Russians,’
it was not in the ‘national’ sense but the ‘imperial’ – which left room for a
Ukrainian sub-loyalty and identity. The notion that Ukrainians disap-
pear from the cultural scene by being ‘Russified,’ and that only ‘Russians’
occupy the ground of imperial culture ignores this fact and that Russian
and ‘Little Russian’ elites coexisted. The big difference between Ukrainians
and Russians, Ilnytzkyj continues, is that whereas the former began
developing a distinct non-imperial national identity in the nineteenth
century, the latter did not, and still confuse their particular national
identity with the old imperial/soviet supra-national identity. Questions
of how literature and the arts are nationally attributed, meanwhile, how
national canons are defined, and to whom imperial cultural capital
belongs, or how it must be shared, can only be answered when Russian
‘national’ claims are not allowed to monopolize the cultural discourse.

Organized neo-Soviet pro-Russian groups in Ukraine would not 
represent a serious threat to national independence if they were not sup-
ported covertly and overtly by the former imperial power. Russian leaders
lost their empire twice in the 20th century, and today, unlike leaders of
other former imperial states, they have not mentally accepted this reality.
While in November 1922 the Turkish Grand National Council formally
abolished the Sultanate and the new Turkish leaders began building a Turkish
national state, that December in Moscow, the Tenth All-Russian Soviet
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Congress formally proclaimed the formation of the USSR. The new lead-
ers of the USSR, whose borders were roughly coterminous with those of the
tsarist empire, thereby did not create a Russian national state. Eighty years
later Vladimir Putin did not seize the opportunity offered by the collapse
of the USSR to make his mark in history as Russia’s Ataturk. Putin and
his entourage (siloviki), who inherited an intact soviet military–industrial
complex, see Russia as a neo–imperial global power – not as a post-
imperial state (Rosefielde, 2005: 86–100).2 The Russian dominated CIS/SES
(Single Economic Space), accordingly, cannot be compared with other
post-imperial associations like the British Commonwealth or the Nordic
Union – let alone the EU. Putin considers the collapse of the Soviet
Union as the great tragedy of the 20th century – not the Holocaust,
Europe’s two great wars, Hitlerism, or Stalinism. While Germany’s post-
Nazi government, which does not regard itself as the heir of Nazi Germany,
nevertheless, accepts the burden of Nazi guilt and pays millions in com-
pensation to all its surviving victims, Russia’s post-Soviet government,
which does regard itself as successor to the USSR, does not recognize the
existence of soviet or Stalinist crimes against humanity, and pays no
compensation to anybody. While Kyiv spends millions of hryvni providing
for the cultural needs of its Russian-speaking citizens, who in addition
enjoy the Russian-language audio-visual products produced by Russian
corporations in Russia and Ukraine, Moscow spends nothing on its mil-
lions of Ukrainian-speaking citizens, who have little or no access to pri-
vately produced Ukrainian-language audio-visual products. Not one of
Russia’s Ukrainian organizations gets any government money nor access
to government radio and television.

While the entire former Soviet-bloc has immense social problems, bad
infrastructure and public services, Russia alone seems ideally able to
improve its citizens’ lives thanks to short-term massive windfall revenues
from its gas and oil. Yet, instead of using this wealth to improve their
country’s infrastructure and public services, reverse its catastrophic demo-
graphic decline, and to develop Siberia, the siloviki spend it on projects to
maintain Russian hegemony over ex-soviet regions once part of the tsarist
empire. During Ukraine’s 2004 elections, they gave somewhere between 50
and 300 million US dollars to their choice for president, the twice-
convicted felon Yanukovych and his Party of Regions, who spent it on
vodka, disappearing ink and prodigious fees for Russian ‘consultants’
(Aslund and McFaul ed. 2006: 153). Between 2005 and 2010 Putin’s gov-
ernment will spend 800 million rubles to produce and disseminate Russian-
language printed and audio-visual products in the former non-Russian
republics (‘O federalnoi tselevoi programoi,’ 2005). While the siloviki
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dissipate their people’s wealth to finance pro-Russian clients and the lin-
guistic russification of non-Russians in former Soviet republics, Russians
live in a country where only 500 000 of three million smokestacks have
working pollution-control equipment, where gasoline still contains lead,
where millions of gallons of crude-oil monthly spill from decrepit pipelines,
where one in five hospitals has no running water, and where the death-
rate is higher than the birth-rate. The siloviki use the country’s oil and gas
profits to finance rearmament and purchase of US government bonds;
not to make city water supplies drinkable. None of the almost one and a
half billion US dollars Putin spent on restoring imperial St. Petersburg
for its 300th anniversary went to do anything about the raw sewage the
city dumps directly into the Baltic, or its dangerous broken-down nuclear
storage site fifty-miles north of Hermitage Museum in Sosnovy Bor.
Rather than getting their homes repaired or rebuilt on the occasion of
anniversary, residents living along the highway from the old capital to
the restored Konstantinovskii Palace woke-up one morning to find a
high green fence erected between them and the road. It was built to pre-
vent visiting world leaders going to the palace from seeing what their
houses looked like. That same year, Irkutsk’s underground pipes finally
burst after long neglect. The Siberian city’s inhabitants lived through the
winter without heating because there was no money for repair and pen-
sioners found frozen to death on the floor had to be pried lose with
crowbars (Baker and Glasser, 2005: 179–96, 229; Politkovska, 2004: 195,
209; Powell, 2004: 89–117).

Russians are little interested in foreign affairs and are coming to terms
with Ukrainian independence. An August 2006 poll indicated a rough
balance between those who thought Russia should welcome the pro-
Russian Yanukovych government (36 per cent), and those (41 per cent)
who thought that Russian policy should only consider long term inter-
ests regardless of who held power in Kyiv (‘Chomu. . .,’ 2006). Nonetheless,
a lingering imperial nostalgia could flower if politicians who do not
want Russia to become one country among equals, like Europe’s other
former imperial states, foster rather than condemn it. At the beginning
of the century, 61 per cent of those polled in Russia declared they had 
no ties whatsoever to any former Soviet Republic as opposed to 9 per
cent who declared they did have close ties. Yet, only 10 per cent of
polled Russians thought that Russia should not attempt to control or
dominate any other country. Sixty-eight per cent did not think Ukraine
was a foreign country, 56 per cent thought both peoples were one nation
and 38 per cent thought Russian should dominate Ukraine (Dubin,
2005:17–19).

6 Introduction



The siloviki see Ukraine as part of a Russian dominated Eurasian
CIS/SES. Some, influenced by Alexander Dugin, who think that power and
control still depend on armies and bureaucracies physically occupying
territory outside the home country, would like Ukraine reintegrated into
Russia. Others have learned that external power today does not lie in the
ability to physically occupy foreign territory and they now formulate
policies. These siloviki think in terms of ‘integration from below.’ That is,
maintaining Russian hegemony in former Soviet territories via the control
of interest rates, loan conditions, telecommunications, industrial plant,
and energy supplies (Council . . ., 2000; Smolansky, 1999). By paying lip-
service to Ukrainian political independence they can direct Ukraine’s
wealth north, without spending anything on its administration, policing
or services.

Russia still dominates the soviet-era industrial/energy, and financial/
banking networks outside the Ukrainian oligarch-controlled eastern
provinces (Pavliuk, 2005). Detailed valid data on ownership do not seem
to exist while what are available suggest Russians directly or indirectly
own as much as 80 per cent of Ukraine’s economy. Even Ukraine’s dairy
industry is 40 per cent Russian-owned (Kiselov, 2005). Unlike Euro-
American corporations, which as a rule control finishing via investment,
Russian corporations control extracting and processing directly as monop-
oly suppliers (Kiselov, 2003). What makes Russian ownership abroad
unique is that many Russian companies are not independent of their
government and their business policies are entangled with foreign policy.
The Chairman of Gazprom, is first deputy prime minister. The chairman
of RosNeft is Putin’s deputy chief of staff and related by marriage to
Russia’s Attorney General. LukOil, which finances Ukraine’s Russian Radio
and had representatives in Ukraine’s pre-2006 parliament, was inde-
pendent but in 2005 it signed a ten-year-partnership with GazProm.
Russian Aluminum seems to be independent, yet it financed Ukraine’s
separatist communist politician Leonid Grach. Over 75 per cent of Ukraine’s
military production (270 firms) still depends on Russian orders, and all
Ukraine’s nuclear reactors depend on Russian fuel rods. During the 
summer of 2006 Russian strategic planners first convinced Syria to stop
buying Ukrainian pipes on the grounds they were radioactive, and then
instructed the Duma to ban imports into Russia on the same grounds –
thus supporting Russian producers and reducing the profits of their rival
Ukrainian oligarch producers. Either coincidentally or characteristically,
the Ukrainian industrial complex with the most agreements (390) 
with Russian firms is ‘Motor Sich’ in Zaporizhzhia. Its owner, Viacheslav
Boguslaev, supported Yanukovych during the 2004 elections and finances
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a local Russian-language television station that regularly broads pro-
grams questioning the existence of the Ukrainian nation and language.
Considered a ukrainophobe by national-democrats, Boguslaev financed
the first congress of the Russian neo-fascist ‘Conference of Slavic Peoples
of Ukraine Russia and Belarus’ in Zaporizhzhia in May 2004, where
speakers called for the reformation of the USSR and denounced the
‘Jewish Masonic threat’ to the Slavs (Vashanov and Brovchuk, 2004:
100; Slavianskii sobor . . ., 2004).3 Ukraine’s technological and market
dependence on Russia during its first fifteen years of independence was
reinforced by dependence on cheap Russian fuel – which the country’s
first two presidents did nothing to offset. Instead of using its money to
buy energy efficient machinery, produce synthetic fuel from rape-seed,
build small hydro-electric stations, solar panels and wind turbines to lessen
the country’s dependency on Russia, the government prolonged that
dependency by spending it on imported Russian gas. Only in December
2005 did Kyiv establish a committee to oversee the development of
alternative sources and suppliers of energy.

Economic dependency is reinforced by cultural dependency maintained
by neo-soviet Russophile politicians, owners, and managers who keep
Ukraine within the Russian-language communications sphere. Their
efforts are assisted, consciously or unconsciously, by foreigners in Ukraine
running companies that work and produce in Russian rather than in
Ukrainian or in English. By not producing Ukrainian or English-language
mass-market publications and audio-visual products, they leave Ukrainians
with little choice but to buy Russian-language products. This keeps
Ukrainians intellectually dependent on the former imperial power, 
reinforces the imperial-era confutation of Ukrainian with Russian, and
isolates Ukraine from the rest of the world – which speaks English. In
provinces controlled by the Party of Regions local politicians use legisla-
tion to reinforce this dependency. In Donetsk province, where 38 per cent
of the population are Russian-speaking Russians, there are approximately
1000 Russian-language newspapers and magazines and one Ukrainian
language newspaper. In 2005 year, provincial politicians stopped the
subsidy of 43 000 hryvnia they had provided until then to schools and
libraries for the Ukrainian paper and voted a 800 000 hryvnia subsidy to
those institutions to buy the three major Russian newspapers.

In 2000, nine years after independence, in a country where 20 per cent
of the population were Russian-speaking Russians, 33 per cent were
Russian-speaking Ukrainians and 47 per cent were Ukrainian- speaking
Ukrainians; 10 per cent of Ukraine’s annual published book titles, 
12 per cent of its magazines, 18 per cent of its TV programs and 35 per cent
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of its newspapers were in Ukrainian (Kuts, 2004: 119). These figures
would be even lower if totals included Russian-language products and pro-
gramming imported/broadcast from Russia. That same year Russians
controlled directly, or indirectly much of Ukraine’s communications net-
work. Russia’s NTV, ORT, Alfa-Group and LukOil had controlling interest
in four of Ukraine’s major national channels – 1plus1, Inter, Novyi Kanal
and STB respectively (Kiselov, 2003). As of 2006 the formal legal owners of
Ukraine’s major newspapers and television stations were roughly equally
divided between those with neo-soviet Russophile and national demo-
cratic sympathies.4 In provinces controlled by the Party of Regions local
stations not only re-broadcast Russian programming from Moscow, but
sometimes block Kyivan national stations. Pro-Russian bias is reflected
not only in language-use but also in programming and interpretation. In
June 2006, for instance, neo-soviet Russophile political leaders assembled
no more than 300 people, including Russian nationals, to stand outside
a sanatorium in a Crimean town inhabited by American soldiers accom-
panying a shipment of military equipment that had not yet gone
through customs. Ukraine’s media, using close-angle shots, presented
them as a ‘mass anti-NATO’ demonstration.5 Russian broadcasts and
pro-Russian media bias might also explain why Ukrainians are almost
evenly divided in their misunderstanding of Russia’s internal political
situation with 37 per cent considering it ‘authoritarian’ and 34 per cent
‘democratic.’ While the percentage of those who consider it ‘autocratic’
rises to 54 per cent in the west, the figure drops to approximately 25 per
cent in the south and east (‘Bilshist,’ 2006) – the area most saturated by
Moscow – based programming and publications.

As of 2006 there were still no Ukrainian-language glossy-fashion/
womens’/teen magazines, and Ukrainian-language papers/magazines
were rare even in Kyiv’s kiosks. In 2004 the ‘Orange’ government did act,
however, and as of 2006 at least 75 per cent of domestically produced TV
programming was Ukrainian and approximately 30 per cent of foreign-
language films had Ukrainian dubbing or subtitles. After September
2006 the Yanukovych government stopped enforcing those regulations,
but a boycott of Russian-language films initiated that autumn success-
fully pressured distributors to subtitle or dub almost all foreign films
into Ukrainian from 2007.

Because neo-Soviet Russophile deputies dominated parliament when
the language law was adopted, they ensured it included no legal sanc-
tions. As a result, it is impossible to charge anyone for ignoring public
language-use legislation and people became government ministers even
though they could not speak Ukrainian. As of 2004, most schools teach
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all subjects in Ukrainian. But teachers in ‘Ukrainian language’ schools
still use Russian not only outside but inside the classroom, and some
such schools have separate classes taught only in Russian. Some eastern
universities teach exclusively in Russian in direct contravention of the
law and students must take them to court to force them to do what
they should be doing (‘Luhanksyi student,’ 2006). Ukraine’s pre-2006
parliament did not follow the lead of the Russian government and
abolish taxation on domestic Ukrainian-language publications. No
officials sought to ensure that foreign owners of magazine chains like
Burda or The Swiss Media Group begin making Ukrainian versions
of their products for Ukraine. Thus, Russian-language mass-market
products in Ukraine are often cheaper than Ukrainian or English-
language products, or, they enjoy a monopoly. The fact that Ukrainian
speakers buy fewer books and audio visual products than Russian speak-
ers because they are poorer also plays a role here. Oligarchs like
Akhmetov, Taruta, and Surkis have not used their wealth and influence
to produce cheap Ukrainian-language audio-visual products, mass
circulation dailies, glossy magazines or pulp-literature – which makes it
difficult to consider them a ‘national bourgeoisie’ in the accepted
meaning of the term.

To some degree Ukrainian is the medium only of high-culture, scholar-
ship and high politics. Thus citizens uninterested in high-culture, scholar-
ship or high politics can get jobs and satisfy all their intellectual/cultural
interests without using Ukrainian – except to fill-out government forms.
Even Miss Ukraine 2005 could not speak Ukrainian. Because Russian
and/or Russophile controlled production/distribution chains flood
Ukrainian markets with cheap Russian-language mass-market products,
Ukrainian-language mass-market products either do not exist at all or they
are difficult to obtain. Since this institutional infrastructure severely limits
Ukrainians’ ability to ‘freely choose’ to use Ukrainian publicly, it keeps the
public-sphere Russian. Because in schools English is only an optional
foreign language, and even then,  subject to teacher availability, the market
for English-language audio-visual producers in Ukraine is too small for
them to be able to compete with Russian-language producers. Since
English-language books remain very expensive, libraries cannot buy
them, and students continue to use Russian-language books to study and
research non-Ukrainian related subject matter since there are few or no
Ukrainian-language books on such subjects. All of which reinforces the
average person’s dependency on the Russian-language communications
sphere and their isolation from the rest of the world – which speaks
English. Individuals learn English, but English-language knowledge
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remains limited as the average person has neither the time, the money
or the inclination to learn a third language. Thanks to its leaders
Ukraine did not follow in the wake of Mongolia and Poland where gov-
ernments introduced compulsory English in primary schools in the
1990s and where it is now the  de facto second language.

In so far as public Russian language-use promotes pro-Russian orien-
tations, Ukraine’s continued inclusion within the Russian-language
communications sphere impedes both civic-national integration and inte-
gration with the EU. The only proviso in this scenario is the absence of
any direct correlation between language-use and political loyalties. Scots,
Irish, Indians, Americans, Australians, and Canadians, have all expressed
their nationalisms in English, Corsicans and Bretons have used French,
and Latin Americans have used Spanish – and Yanukovych and Ukraine’s
Communist Party leaders speak Ukrainian when they must. Accordingly,
Russian-speakers can be as loyal to Ukraine and as pro- EU as Ukrainian-
speakers. Kyiv’s Russian-speakers voted overwhelmingly for Yushchenko
in 2004 and for Julia Tymoshenko’s party in municipal elections, for
instance. A Ukrainian Russian-speaking Russian has claimed that increas-
ingly people like himself identify themselves as Ukrainian patriots because
they find Putin’s domestic and Ukrainian policies disgusting. A leading
Russian-born Ukrainian lawyer was motivated to support the autumn 2006
boycott of Russian-language films in Ukraine when her children began ask-
ing why they were shown such films if they lived in Ukraine (Rybchenkov,
2006; ‘Tetiana . . .,’ 2006). Indeed, as Moscow’s authoritarian neo-imperial
policies alienate Ukrainian Russian-speakers, they could conceivably turn
Ukraine into an eastern-European Ireland – something perhaps the
siloviki and their clients fail to consider. The blue and yellow covered
Russian-speaking Ukrainian soccer fans during the 2006 world cup
happily shouting ‘oo-kra-yi-na’ in support of their Russian-speaking
players and coach also point to this possibility.

Within the pro-Russian, anti- EU, restorationist minority, the strongest
organized political groups are the communists, Natalia Vitrenko’s ‘Blok’
and the Russian Orthodox church in Ukraine. They all advocate reincor-
poration of Ukraine into a revamped imperial Russia/USSR and are asso-
ciated with Dugin’s extremists. Vitrenko, who has called Ukrainian ‘a
language for cattle,’ is among the Eurasianists’ top leaders and through
her Dugin effectively controls her 1000 ‘Blok’ deputies who sit in local
southern and eastern Ukrainian councils (Umland, 2006). The Russian
church in Ukraine is led by a Patriarch who sits in Putin’s government
and is dominated by its chauvinist, anti-Semitic fringe. Claiming an esti-
mated 50 per cent of Ukraine’s Orthodox believers, it does not recognize
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Ukrainians as a distinct nationality, it publicly supports Ukraine’s com-
munists, and fielded priests to run in the parliamentary elections. In
June 2003 the Russian Patriarch gave the leader of Ukraine’s Communist
Party its ‘Order of Prince Vladimir.’6 Unsurprisingly, national leaders
refer to these groups as a Fifth Column. Region’s members attend meetings
of Dugin’s Eurasianists where they support resolutions calling for the
dismemberment of Ukraine, and engage in symbolic acts that pander to
Russophile nostalgia and compromise Ukraine’s status as independent
country. In November 2005 in Krasnoiarsk Yanukovych himself publicly
gave the speaker of the Russian Duma a bulava – the symbol of Ukrainian
statehood. Regions’ leaders speak in Russian in parliament and do nothing
to move Ukraine out of the Russian-language communications sphere.

In 2004 Yushchenko began removing ‘old-regime’ politicians and
bureaucrats from positions of influence. But the Party of Regions under
Yanukovych came back to power in August 2006 in a well-orchestrated
initiative that amounted to a coup. By the end of that year it had
restored its people at all levels back into the government.7 This restora-
tion was unprecedented. It was if Bulgarian, Romanian, and Slovakian
neo-communists had managed to get back into power after having all
been defeated in the 1996, 1997 and 1998 elections (Vachudova, 2005).
In May 2007 Yushchenko had succeeded in dissolving that parliament
and calling for new elections.

However, the Party of Regions does support Ukrainian independence as
this ensures its control over the territory where its leaders own their assets.
What remains unclear is whether Regions politicians imagine that inde-
pendence to be like that of Poland or of Belarus, and the degree of division
between ‘moderates’ and ‘hardliners’ on this subject. Yanukovych made
pro-EU statements during his 2006 visits to Brussels and Davost, and no
public promises to Putin during their August 2006 meeting. But his party’s
program still calls for legislation to tie Ukraine to the SES and give Russian
official status. His top advisors, like Anatoly Orel, are notorious for their
pro-Russian bias and after coming to power he systematically removed all
the pro-EU officials he could. Nor does the Region’s program mention ‘EU
membership for Ukraine.’ The party normally opposes NATO when out of
power and then supports cooperation with it when in power (Kuzio, 2006).
Ukraine’s richest oligarch and Region’s supporter, Rikhnat Akhmetov
favours EU business ties, however, his influential Russian-language newspa-
per (Segodnia) and TV station (Ukraina), promulgate pro-Russian messages.

Neo-Soviet Russophile leaders use public commemoration of old-
Soviet holidays to maintain Ukraine’s old imperial tie and impede the
evolution of European orientations. In particular, as Roman Serbyn points
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out in chapter 5, they ensure the Soviet-style anniversary of the end of
World War II remains in Ukraine’s official public calendar. Despite inde-
pendence, thousands since 1991 have annually paraded in May with red
flags and pictures of Stalin thereby, directly and indirectly, re-confirming
their loyalty to the defunct USSR and Russia. Held since Stalinist times on
the day after the surrender was actually signed, the event marks the end of
what in official Soviet parlance was called ‘The Great Fatherland War.’
Introduced into the Russian vocabulary by Stalin in lieu of the term used
in the rest of the world, ‘Second World War,’ this phrase is still widespread
today and refers only to the Nazi–Soviet war of 1941–45. This old official
interpretation claims that Stalin played the decisive role in the war and
ignores unwelcome facts to the contrary. It implies Stalin’s USSR was not
involved as an aggressor, overlooks his collaboration with Hitler between
1939 and 1941 and classifies only western Ukrainian war-time nationalist
organizations as ‘collaborators.’ Although Ukrainians in the Ukrainian
Insurgent Army (UPA) fought for Ukraine as much as did Ukrainians in
the Red Army, and in January 1995 UPA veterans were recognized by the
European Congress of Combatants, since 1991 Ukraine’s official veteran’s
organization has refused to recognize UPA soldiers as comrades in arms
and ensured the government did not grant them official veteran status. In
short, the official ceremonies and terminology tar only nationalists with
collaboration and atrocities and obfuscate, or deny, Soviet/Communist
war-time collaboration and atrocities. Instead of reconciling old enemies
and hatreds, such thinking keeps those hatreds and the country’s political
division into pro- and anti-Russian groups alive.

Policies and prospects

What counterbalances the heavy legacies of Russian rule? One such
counterweight is the increase since 1991, in the number of those who
claim a territorial Ukrainian loyalty and identity. As Mykola Riabchuk
explains in Chapter 3, at the beginning of the century as much as one-
third of Ukraine’s citizens considered themselves ‘local’ or ‘Soviet.’ Between
a pro-EU primarily Ukrainian-speaking Ukrainian minority on one side,
and a primarily Russian-speaking and/or Russian minority on the other,
this linguistically and nationally ambiguous mass could swing either
way. Reviewing returns from Ukraine’s 1991 and 2004 presidential elec-
tions. Riabchuk concludes the population ultimately will behave as
befits a sovereign people. He notes that while in 1991 two-thirds of voters
supported the neo-soviet candidate Leonid Kravchuk, thirteen years
later the percentage of the neo-soviet vote had dropped to 45 per cent.8
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In Chapter 4 Marko Pavlyshyn confirms Riabchuk’s observation, observ-
ing that post-independent Ukrainian-language authors no longer see
their country as part of a larger Russian/Eurasian whole – as they did
before 1991. While one group presents Ukraine in their work as self-
sufficient: ‘. . . an adequate pars pro toto for the universal and the great
issues of humankind . . .’, another treats it as part of the European
whole. Significantly, Andrei Kurkov, Ukraine’s leading Russian-language
author has also dispensed with the old pan-Soviet/Russian integration
perspective: ‘I believe that everything that is done on the territory of
Ukraine belongs to Ukrainian culture.’

A second counter-weight to Ukraine’s heavy Russian legacy are the
young. Surveys indicate that more of those under than over thirty favour
the idea of an independent European Ukraine. Between 1994 and 2004
the overall percentage of those supporting Ukrainian subordination within
a Russian dominated eastern Slavic Union increased from 53 per cent to 63
per cent, while those opposed declined from 24 to 20 per cent (Panina,
2004: 16).9 Among those fifty and older, 42 per cent and 53 per cent
respectively, wanted Ukraine to reunite with Russia and see it oriented to
Russia. Twelve per cent favoured a European orientation. However, of
those 18 or older, people who completed primary school after independ-
ence, 71 per cent want Ukraine to remain independent, 33 per cent want
it oriented to Russia and 31 per cent want their country oriented to
Europe (Fournier, 2002; Shulman, 2004: 53; 2005: 35;). Surveys in the
eastern Russian-speaking city of Donetsk, taken in 1994 and 1999, con-
firm this generational difference in attitudes. After five years, consider-
ably more of those under thirty identified themselves as Ukrainian than
did those over thirty, and the percentage of those under 30 who thought
Ukraine would federate with Russia, was both lower and fell more dras-
tically, than the percentage of those over 30 who thought so. During
both years, more of those under 30 saw Ukraine as ‘western’ than did
those over 30, fewer saw it as ‘eastern,’ and in 2003 even Russian-speak-
ing high-school students from eastern Ukraine expressing sympathy
towards Russians simultaneously expressed suspicion of Putin’s govern-
ment and considered Ukrainian independence desirable (Rodgers, 2006:
162–71; Susak, 2003: 142, 162, 165). In 2006 52 per cent of the total
population thought Russia aspired to dominate the CSI and 30 per cent
thought it was an equal partner. In the east opinion on this issue was
evenly divided: 40 per cent and 39 per cent respectively (‘Bilshist . . .,’ 2006).

When interpreting poll results it should be remembered that except for
a twenty-year interruption between 1917 and 1937, tsarist and then soviet
schools taught generations of children that ‘Little-Russians’\Ukrainians
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were similar but inferior to Russians, and that Ukrainians only benefited
from their association with Russia and Russians. Against this background
it is easier to understand why such beliefs, and an accompanying infer-
iority complex vis-à-vis Russians, persist today and why some teachers
still teach modified tsarist/soviet interpretations of Ukrainian history. In
2003 a lecturer in Kyiv university, for example, defended the continued
presence of statues of Lenin and Dzherzhinsky in Ukraine saying that
‘they are a part of our history’ (Rodgers, 2006: 162). By such logic there
should be status to Himmler and Hitler in Germany, to Quisling in
Norway, and to Cromwell in Ireland. Whether students learn that Russian
rule brought Ukrainians Russian-style serfdom, Siberian penal servitude
(katorga), governmental prohibition of teaching, worshiping, and pub-
lishing in the native language, mass deportations, terror and famine-
genocide, meanwhile, depends greatly upon their teacher. Nonetheless,
since 1991, for first time in three generations, anyone interested in
Ukrainian–Russian relations can freely study them. This give grounds for
believing that with every passing year more young adults will have the
information to enable them to judge better than their parents the con-
sequences of two centuries of direct Russian rule on Ukraine, and that
the subconscious psychological consequences of the old Soviet russophile
worldview will eventually fade. Conceivably, more people might come
to agree with Volodymyr Vynnychenko who quipped at the beginning
of the last century that Ukraine got nothing from Russia except samovars
and cockroaches.

Third, the heavy legacy of Russian rule is not matched by strong pro-
Russian political attitudes, which upon closer examination, are weaker
than they seem. According to 2004 and 2006 election results, supposedly
between 40 per cent and 45 per cent of all Ukraine’s voters and as many
as 90 per cent of south-eastern voters supported the Party of Regions which
ran on a platform of closer association with Russia and its CIS – no more
than 8 per cent of voters backed various old communist party leaders.
But for how long will the soviet Russophile nostalgia the Party of Regions
dispenses to their rank and file supporters in lieu of infrastructure and
services, distract those people from their terrible living conditions, and
the untaxed wealth controlled by party backers – who teach their chil-
dren English and holiday and invest in London and Monaco? For how
long can the Party of Regions reconcile its rank and file directed rhetoric
with its pro-oligarch policies?10 What we do know is that after three
months in power only 14 per cent of the total population thought the
Party of Regions’ government was looking after the interests of the aver-
age citizen – 45 per cent thought it reflected exclusively the interests of

Introduction 15



Donetsk province, and 30 per cent respectively thought it reflected the
interests of only the ‘mafia’ or of Russian capital. Forty percent thought
it reflected the interests of Ukraine’s oligarchs (‘Chomu . . .,’ 2006). At
the time of writing, meanwhile, Moscow had not lifted its embargo of
Ukrainian commodities – most of which are produced by rank and file
Region supporters working for pro-Region oligarchs in the east.

The south-eastern election returns themselves are a result of documented
coercion, intimidation, and covert operations. If Region’s politicians really
have as much support as indicated in those returns, it is odd that they
repeatedly resort to criminal methods to produce votes. If they had gen-
uine support, their agents would not have threatened students with
expulsion for not voting as ordered, given known Yushchenko support-
ers pens with disappearing ink to use when voting, or included the dead
in voters lists (Velychenko, 2004–2005). They used similar methods
before and during the 2006 parliamentary elections – though on a smaller
scale and within fewer regions. Two weeks before election day in March
2006 officials in neo-soviet Russophile dominated regions were still report-
ing intimidation, fraud and outright attacks against Orange Coalition
activists. On 15 March in the central city of Kirovohorod, for instance, they
found 28 000 duplicated names and 7000 ‘dead-souls’ on voters lists.11

Nor can alleged support for the Party of Regions be viewed in isolation
from its ‘machine politics.’ Controlling the local administration, com-
merce and manufacturing in eastern provinces, party leaders can offer
people fearing poverty and insecurity short-term material incentives in
return for votes (Zimmer, 2005). ‘Pokazka’ or ‘faking it’ also should be
considered. A national-democrat supporter in the eastern city of Kharkiv
noticed a month before the elections that almost every taxi was flying a
blue pennant – Yanukovych’s colour. Discovering during a conversation
one-day that his driver actually supported the Orange Coalition he asked
why the blue pennant. The driver told him it ensured that the police would
not stop him, and that he would not have to pay them, or any officials,
bribes to avoid the fines that he, and most of his fellows, would other-
wise end-up paying since the mechanical condition and legal status of
their taxis were somewhat questionable.12

The lingering soviet-style cradle to grave enterprise-paternalism, still
stronger in eastern than western Ukraine, is another mechanism that local
leaders can exploit to intimidate employees. In short, work-place depend-
ency allows managers and owners to politically blackmail them. Both pub-
lic and private enterprises supply not only wages and finished products.
Some supplant municipal authorities and, in the absence of affordable
private entrepreneurs, not only provide transportation, park-maintenance,
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health and child-care, and affordable housing, but also, consumer goods
distribution, holiday-camps, and funeral services. Some run their own
farms and food processing plants. Since these services require adminis-
trators and workers, enterprises not only provide jobs to people to pro-
duce whatever they produce, but also jobs totally unrelated to production
ranging from holiday-camp and housing-allocation secretaries to green-
house operators and butchers. When such state or private enterprises
fire staff, workers do not only lose their jobs. They also lose some, if not
all, affordable services. Ukraine’s owners and managers, accordingly have
inordinate power over the lives of hundreds of thousands of employees
and those with neo-soviet Russophile sympathies used it to intimidate
their employees to vote as told – much as ‘company-town’ owners did in
nineteenth-century western Europe and America.13

How strong would the Communists and Party of Regions be in Ukraine’s
south-east, without the dirty-tricks, machine-politics and neo-feudal
enterprise-paternalist based blackmail no one can say. But it is difficult
to think that without it they could garner the 40–45 per cent of the vote
they supposedly garnered in this century’s first two national elections
and get one-third of the seats in parliament.

In 2004–2005 Ukraine’s ‘Orange Coalition’ and Yushchenko’s govern-
ment briefly neutralized ‘old-regime’ neo-soviet Russophile politicians.
Oleksy Semeniy details in Chapter 6 how after Kravchuk’s and Kuchma’s
‘multi-vectored’ indecision, Yushchenko in December 2004 clearly
made relations with the EU Ukraine’s priority in foreign affairs and sig-
naled his government clearly wanted the country to enter the global
economy as an EU member-state. With the return of the Regions and
Yanukovych as Prime Minister in July 2006 this commitment fell into
doubt and it appeared he had again begun preparing a place for Ukraine
alongside Belarus in the CIS/SES. Nonetheless, the EU alternative remains
and Semeniy reviews what Ukraine might gain from association with 
it and with Russia. He argues that in the long run EU membership would
not only benefit Ukraine economically more than would satellite status to
Russia as a CIS member, but would also mean regional stability. Whereas
Ukraine’s neo-soviet pro-Russian groups are unlikely to take-up arms
against EU membership, nationalist groups in desperation could conceiv-
ably resort to force to stop their country’s re-integration into a Russian
dominated polity.

Ukraine’s oligarch’s are divided on this issue. Information on Ukraine’s
30 wealthiest men in 2006 revealed six supported Julia Tymshenko’s unam-
biguously pro-EU party. Sixteen were not publicly associated with any
party or grouping but at least three of these were former Yanukovych
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supporters. Three supported the Party of Regions, and 3 backed anti-
Ukrainian pro-Russian extremist fringe groups. Only the latter have no
financial interests in Europe. Figures on party spending for that year’s elec-
tions suggest that as a group most of the oligarchs backed Yanukovych.14

Ukraine’s oligarchs do not like Russian oligarchs owning assets in their
country. They keep Russian ownership in their eastern provinces to a min-
imum, and presumably not all of them will betray independence in the
interests of private business dealings with Russia (Bukvoll, 2004). To the
degree that Russian embargoes excluding Ukrainian products from the SES
hurt their profits, and that they could not compete with Russia if Ukraine
signs a free-trade pact with the SES, more of them will presumably shift
their interests west and south in response. This is what Vyktor Pinchuk did
in 2005. In an essay published in Ukraine’s most influential newspaper he
explicitly claimed that his private business interests would be best realized
in an independent European Ukraine and called on his fellows to join
him ‘. . . to make every effort for Ukraine’s integration into the European
structures and, at the same time, import and implant European values,
rules and standards into our reality’ (Pinchuk, 2005). Whether Ukraine’s
oligarchs can really work according to European laws, norms, and prac-
tices, and help make Ukraine less soviet and Russian, however, is an open
question. One important reason why many support Yanukovych is because
the Party of Region’s control of the corrupt governmental bureaucracy
guarantees them huge profits – despite lost Russian markets. What they will
do if faced with reformist politicians able to enforce the laws, norms, and
practices that Pinchuk referred to and tax effectively, remains to be seen.

The EU’s division over Ukraine weakens pro EU advocates in Ukraine
and reinforces the prevailing image of the country as ‘part of Russia.’
The European Commission’s tacit preference to see independent Ukraine
as a Russian client state instead of an EU member is reflected in its aid
and grant programs, for instance, which include Ukraine with other for-
mer soviet republics, instead of other eastern-European countries. Many EU
leaders think that Russia through its CIS/SES can maintain stability within
what was Soviet-ruled territory (Shnieder-Deters and Motyl, 2005: 13,
14–17). Many European leaders also seem to imagine that Putin’s resource-
based autocracy can make the region stable in an age when resource-
based autocracies everywhere else in the world are chronically unstable
(Ross, 1999; Tompson, 2005). The EU parliament, on the other hand,
together with Sweden and Poland are sympathetic to Ukrainian aspirations.
As Iryna Solonenko reminds us in Chapter 7, primarily thanks to its par-
liamentary leaders, the EU provides funding and establishes institutions
to promote European-style democracy and civil society in Ukraine – the
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most important program to date being the EU–Ukraine Action Plan. Yet,
as John Gillingham explains in Chapter 8, notwithstanding such policies,
Ukraine should not expect too much from the EU because for the fore-
seeable future it will be coping with its internal problems and not be
able to offer credible accession commitments. More realistic in the short
term, and beneficial domestically for Ukraine he explains, would be
membership in NATO, in practice, a security rather than a military
organization interested in admitting Ukraine. Passive in peacetime,
NATO imposes standards of efficiency and good conduct on members
which strengthen both national power and democratic institutions.
From the Ukrainian side, however, fifteen months of Party of
Region/Communist opposition to pro-NATO policies prior to July 2006 led
to NATO withdrawing its Membership Action Plan offer that September.
Russia, meanwhile, is more opposed to Ukraine’s possible membership
in NATO than to its EU bid.

Conclusion

In conclusion, it might be argued that unregulated corporations in Ukraine
could give the EU a vested interest that it presently lacks in admitting
Ukraine. Corporations and bodies like the Round Table, International
Chamber of Commerce, and the Transatlantic Business Dialogue, are not
interested in public goods like freedom from crime, freedom from pollu-
tion, stable employment, free drinkable water for all, and non-profit
health-care, and it is not evident that inclusion into a neo-liberal mone-
tarist world-economy improves the lot of the majority of any country’s
population (Kaplinsky, 2005).15 In the EU big corporations put intense
pressure on governments to cut public spending, lower taxes, privatize
on the Anglo-American model and to ignore the Social Charter, the
Single European Act and the Protocol on Social Policy – which no one in
any case enforces in the EU’s new eastern members. Within the original
member states for the moment, however, governments and the popula-
tion still retain most of the wealth they produce; laws passed by elected
legislatures still ensure the wealthy get taxed and public services are
extensive compared to the USA – where big corporations can even over-
turn local environmental, welfare and health regulations.16

Ukraine’s democratic politicians, without EU or NATO support, can-
not rebuild the institutions and practices they inherited from the USSR.
The Yanukovych government will favour ‘big-business,’ and probably could
not regulate the deleterious social consequences of ‘McCapitalist’ neo-
liberal monetarism or predatory oligarch capitalism even it wanted to.17
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Trans-national corporations working alongside Yanukovych’s unreformed
‘black-mail state’ bureaucracy, accordingly, would probably make massive
short-term profits. But, the social ‘fall-out’ would ensure that within a
generation the EU would have a country with mass unrest on its eastern
border.18

Accordingly, it can be argued that ‘globalization’ would benefit Ukrainian
society – but only if Ukraine was an EU member with a democratic national
government.19 As such, it could most probably realize administrative
reforms and then be able to check the neo-liberal monetarist aspects of
‘globalization’ within its borders. Even the prospect of EU membership, as
demonstrated in former Soviet-bloc countries, creates incentives to pursue
these reforms, which, if successful, would sway people accordingly
(Vachudova, 2005). With EU support a democratic national government
could and would tax effectively, provide public goods and social services,
regulate markets, reform fiscal relations between levels of government,
curb corruption and stop the theft of state-assets. EU legislation would
also help a democratic national government resist amoral corporate
managers/owners, with off-shore accounts and no loyalties allegiances
or responsibilities beyond their shareholders. Interested in non-union,
part-time, adolescent, cheap, low skilled workers and producing for
export, rather than full-time, skilled, adult, union workers and domestic
production, these managers would urge Kyiv to lower corporate tax rates,
and not to enact, or rescind, existing minimum wage laws, welfare and
safety legislation. In a strong democratic Ukraine corporations would
end-up with long-term profits and a secure business climate, and the EU
would enjoy a stable eastern border.

The social ravages of unregulated corporations in a non-aligned
Ukraine with a weak un-reformed administrative system run by the
Party of Regions, alternatively, could strengthen pro-Russian anti-European
sentiment and drive Ukrainians into the arms of the restorationist political
minority and their Kremlin allies. Ukraine’s neo-feudal Soviet-style enter-
prise paternalism could provide otherwise unaffordable services in the
short-term. Or, as part of an unstable Russian-dominated bloc where states
are unable to enforce what laws do exist, unrestricted neo-liberal monetarist
policies could transform a Party of Regions ruled Ukraine into an African-
type country with deep social divisions, and widespread insecurity most of
whose wealth would go into offshore accounts (Gill, 2002; Guest, 2004).

Russia might someday become a democratic country with a strong state,
rule of law, and no hegemonic ambitions. A country where primary-school
children do not have to learn to strip and assemble AK-47 rifles, and which
does not support anti-democratic groups in its former possessions. Perhaps
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someday business with Russian companies will be as politically neutral
as business with any other companies. Perhaps someday Russian leaders
will pay world rates for its Crimean naval bases just as they expect
Ukraine to pay world prices for its gas. Russian leaders might someday
realize that Russia, like other countries that lost empires, will become
prosperous and democratic only if it refrains from trying to rebuild that
empire with former imperial-era collaborators. But today, when its lead-
ers want neighbours like Belarus, use private companies and religion as
instruments of foreign policy, and make avowed extremist – nationalists
government ministers, it is difficult to imagine Ukraine’s integration
with Russia as a benign two-way process. Russia’s next president could
be a Havel – but might also be a Milosevic. Nor is the CIS/SES an equivalent
of the EU. Even if the men who want to keep Russia a global neo-imperial
power someday leave the Kremlin, it would still be difficult to see Russia
as one among equals in the CIS/SES.

When these considerations are weighed against the shortcomings of an
EU threatened by neo- liberal global corporatism, Ukrainian membership
in the EU emerges as the lesser evil for all concerned. By helping Ukraine
overcome its legacies of Russian rule EU leaders would be working in their
own interests. If a democratic national Ukraine enters the global economy
as an EU member it will pose no threat to Russia and it and the EU will
both have stable borders. If Ukraine ends-up participating in the global
economy via the SES as a Party of Regions dominated Russian satellite,
the EU will end-up with instability on its eastern border and Russia will
have instability on its western border. There is no third alternative.

Notes
1. Dugin considers independent Ukraine a tool of the ‘American antichrist’s’

new world order. He warns Ukrainians that the ‘Atlantic west’ kills all national
cultures (802–03). Dugin’s ideas about establishing a really ‘fascist fascism’ in
Russia are shared by many Orthodox clerics and senior military officers
(Umland, 2006). He is funded by Piotr Suslov who is connected to ‘The
Specialist Council on National Security of the Chairman of the Russian
Federation State Duma.’ Its Chairman is Putin’s man, Gennadii Selezniov.
‘Eurasian Movement’ members are listed on its web-site and include Russian
government ministers. http://evrazia.org/modules.php?name=News&file=
article&sid=1908

2. The government is undertaking a massive rearmament. The siloviki (strong-
men) include Selezniov, Marat Gelman, Gleb Pavlovskii, Dmitri Rogozin,
Vladislav Surkov, Victor Cherkesov, Sergei Ivanov, Igor Sechin, Vladimir
Ustinov and Victor Gerashchenko. Their advisors on Ukraine are Konstantin
Zatulin and Kiril Frolov, respectively, the head of the CIS Institute and its
Ukrainian section. Their ‘advice’ includes making Ukraine’s second official
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language Russian, and ‘supporting the spiritual-religious unity of Russians and
Ukrainians’ (Novaia gazeta, 11 Nov. 2002). The same points are in the Party of
Regions’ program.

3. On Boguslaev’s dubious activities in support of Yanukovych during the 2004 elec-
tions see maidan.org.ua/static/news/1101422602.html and 1101824923.html.

4. (Leshchenko, 2006) identified 43 owners of the major Ukrainian stations,
internet sites and newspapers and of these thirty had identifiable political
sympathies. Four of the owners of the major six national TV stations are neo-
soviet Russophiles. One, Poroshenko, supported Iushchenko. Since 2005 the
sixth, Viktor Pinchuk, has declared himself apolitical.

5. The independent newspaper Dzerkalo tyzhnia (3 and 10 June) noted that the
highest number of people that turned-out to the demonstration, 1500, came
the day a Party of Regions leader came to give a speech. The exercise succeeded
in so far as it compromised Ukraine in world opinion. Crimeans, meanwhile,
whose major source of income is tourism, lost millions.

6. In a church-sponsored encyclopedia the entry for Little Russia (Malorossiia),
explains that ‘Ukrainian’ is a term invented by ‘Russia’s enemies’ and popu-
larized after 1917 by ‘Jewish Bolsheviks’ (Platonov, 2002: 481, 613). The entry
on Ukraine explains that the name is intended ‘to Polonize and Germanize
the Russian people’ (829). See also Knox (2005).

7. The 2006 parliamentary majority and the new government are arguably
criminal enterprises. According to law, as a convicted felon Yanukovych can-
not hold any government job. Neither should his appointees; most of whom
have criminal cases pending against them for their activities in the 2004 presiden-
tial elections. Additionally, his ministers all failed to formally resign their
seats within 20 days of their appointments to cabinet as required bv law.
Many Regions members of parliament also face criminal charges for their
activities in 2004 yet sit in parliament nonetheless. While the law requires
ministers to speak Ukrainian publicly, appointees like Azarov and Kluev don’t.
The Region’s ally, the Communist Party, explicitly advocates the abrogation
of Ukrainian independence and as such constitutes a seditious organization.

8. Polls published after Riabchuk submitted his paper point to a decline in the
number of ‘anational’ Ukrainian citizens and a rise in the number of Russians
and Russian-speakers who consider Ukraine their native land (Skhid i zakhid,
2006; 25).

9. N=avg 1800. Twenty-five per cent of respondents from primarily Russian-
speaking provinces Donetsk, Odessa, Zaporizhzhia, and Luhansk. Ten per cent
from primarily Ukrainian- speaking provinces Lviv, Ternopil and Ivano-
Frankivsk (56).

10. For Party Programs: Liapin, 2006; ‘Kontent-analiz . . .,’ 2006.
11. Documented incidents of intimidation and rigging, beginning as early as

December 2005 and continuing to election day, may be found on:
�www.maidan.org.ua�. For example: http://maidan.org.ua/static/news/
1133834549.html; http://maidan.org.ua/static/mai/1136731472.html. On
Kirovohorod: http://maidan.org.ua/static/news/1142419094.html, http://
www.pravda.com.ua/news/2006/4/21/41209.html.

12. http://maidan.org.ua/static/news/1142956124.html
13. Employees claim owners and managers with national pro- EU sympathies did

not threaten them with dismissal or penalties for not voting for Yushchenko.
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Petro Poroshenko, who supported Yushchenko, apparently told his workers
only they would not be fined if they took time-off work to vote or engage in
political activity.

14. Kyiv Post ( June 29, 2006). The wealthy extremist Russian-nationalist gangster
Maskim Kurochkin financed Vitrenko’s Blok and Yanukovych. Wanted by
INTERPOL, at the time of writing he was under arrest in Ukraine.
http://www.pravda.com.ua/news/2006/9/23/47906.htm.http://www.pravda.
com.ua/news/2006/10/6/48667.htm The Communist Party spent 8 million
hryvnia on the elections, the Party of Regions spent 112 million, and after-
wards offered tens of millions of dollars to individuals in Tymoshenko’s and
Yushchenko’s parties to vote for Yanukovych as Prime Minister. Our Ukraine
spent 74, the Socialists 35, and Tymoshenko’s party – 13 million. The gov-
ernment will compensate parties a maximum of 35 million hryvnias. How
much Party of Regions money came from Russia in 2006 is unknown
http://maidan.org.ua/static/news/2006/1146597563.html.

15. Global fast-food corporations in thirteen American states were able to get legis-
lators to pass laws making it a criminal offence to criticize the ‘food’ they 
produce (Schlossen, 2002: 266–7).

16. Where OECD/ corporate interests have rolled-back the public sector and 
lowered taxes on the wealthy, as in Ireland or Britain, the working popula-
tion has suffered accordingly (Coleman and Colter, 2004: 34–73; Leys, 2001).

17. On post-Soviet administrative reforms see: Sperling ed., 2000; Ekiert, 2003:
291–320; Holmes, 2005: 75–102.

18. European groups opposed to Ukraine’s EU membership point to the prob-
lems it would bring Brussels. But the record shows that new members also
served as catalysts for reform that benefited the EU as a whole in the end
(Nugent 2004: 70–83). Landesmann and Rosati, 2004 discuss costs and benefits
for all concerned.

19. IMF, World Bank and NGO foreign aid/assistance programs fail to promote
institutional and organizational change despite being conditional upon reform.
Most of the money reinforced remaining soviet-type institutions and patrons
within them channeled related jobs to their clients. What did change organ-
izations, behaviour, and institutions in former Soviet- bloc countries were
the conditions imposed by the EU during accession talks ( Cooley, 2000;
2004: 25–38).
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Summary: This chapter deals with Russian Eurasianist views on
Ukrainian cultural and political independence. During the 1920s
Eurasianists argued that Russia was a separate world between Europe and
Asia – ‘Eurasia’ – and that Ukraine was an inseparable part of it. Applying
geographical, anthropological, linguistic, cultural and historical evidence,
they claimed ‘Eurasia’ was an organic unity. On a high level of abstraction
they imagined a new supra-national ‘Eurasian’ identity that would
integrate all of Russia’s nationalities on equal terms. The Ukrainian
example, however, shows that ultimately the Eurasianists perpetuated
the pre-revolutionary Russian view of Ukraine as a ‘Little Russia’.
Eurasianist ideas have resurfaced in post-soviet Russia and today are
used to justify Russian hegemony over Ukraine.

*

Introduction

Ukrainian foreign minister Boris Tarasiuk, while arguing for Ukraine’s
entry into the European Union and NATO, denied that Russia belonged
to Europe, since it was a ‘Eurasian’ country with global power aspirations
(Tarasiuk, 2006). Knowingly or not, by contrasting Ukraine as a part of
Europe with Russia as ‘Eurasia’, Tarasiuk was reiterating ideas developed
in the 1920s in a heated discussion between exiled Ukrainian national
leaders and Russian partisans of the ‘Eurasianist movement’.

Eurasianism was officially founded in 1921 in Sofia by several young
intellectuals who had fled Soviet Russia and found temporary refuge in
the Bulgarian capital. Most prominently among its first advocates were
the economist and geographer P.N. Savitskii, the linguist and ethnographer

1
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N.S. Trubetskoi, the musicologist P.P. Suvchinskii, and the theologian
G.V. Florovskii. Later other émigré intellectuals from the former tsarist
empire joined the movement, among them the historian G.V. Vernadsky
and the historian and philosopher L.P. Karsavin. Immediately after its
foundation Eurasianism acquired almost scandalous popularity among
the Russian emigration due to the novelty and stridency of its slogans
and teachings. The Eurasianists provocatively announced the imminent
doom of the West and a renascence of the East. They proclaimed that
Russia was neither a part of Europe nor of Asia but a separate and partic-
ular geographical, historical and cultural entity, a ‘world’ by itself, which
they named ‘Eurasia’ (Savitskii et al., 1921). They also declared that pre-
revolutionary Russia had no genuine national consciousness and, as a
result, could not resist the revolution. Consequently, they scrutinized
Russia’s past and present to find a new sense of Russian nationality to
displace the ideology of Bolshevism. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s the
Eurasianists published journals, literary almanacs and pamphlets, and,
from 1923, tried to transform their ideas into concrete politics both in
Soviet Russia and among the Russian émigrés. Almost forgotten in the
decades after World War II this ideology has re-emerged in post-soviet
Russia in a radicalised version as a cover for neo-imperial aspirations in
foreign policy as well as neo-fascist tendencies in domestic policies
(Tsygankov, 1998; Umland, 2002).

This sudden reappearance of Eurasianism in Russia’s political discourse
has stimulated the study of the original Eurasianists’ ideas and their mul-
tidisciplinary approach to the Russian national question has received
considerable attention from scholars representing a wide variety of disci-
plines and perspectives. The movement has been studied as the continu-
ation of the cultural revival of the ‘Silver Age’ (Böss, 1961; Riasanovsky,
1967) as a proto-totalitarian political ideology (Luks, 1998; Bäcker, 2000;
Vorác�ek, 2004) and as a vital component of central European linguistic
and literary structuralism (Sériot, 1999). Most recently, students of
Eurasianism have laid special emphasis on interpreting it in the context
of Russian imperial history. This approach accentuates the Eurasianists’
effort to redefine Russia’s identity as that of a multinational state; to situ-
ate the country culturally, geographically, and historically vis-à-vis Asia
on the one hand and Europe on the other. This perspective also addresses
the Eurasianist endeavour to come to terms with the ethnic diversity of
the tsarist empire, their attempt to think of it in terms of a unified national
state, and to develop a strong sense of Russian nationhood (Liberman,
1991; Laruelle, 1999; Glebov, 2003; von Hagen, 2004). Stimulated by the
rearrangement of Europe along ‘national’ lines at the Versailles peace
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conference, Eurasianism represented an attempt by intellectuals from the
tsarist empire to think about the defunct empire’s ethnic diversity in terms
of the changed international discourse of nationhood (Bassin, 2003).
Eurasianism, in Bassin’s interpretation, was an effort to construct out of
the empire’s nationalities one ‘All-Eurasian’ nation that, like other nations
at the time, could then claim the right of national self-determination for
itself and thereby counteract demands by tsarist Russia’s non-Russian
nationalities for independence. The re-emergence of Eurasianist ideas
after the break-up of the Soviet Union can be seen as a similar reaction to
the remapping of the post-Soviet space along the ‘national’ lines of its
former republics.

Echoing the Eurasianists’ own preoccupation with sweeping general-
izations and a high level of abstraction, scholarly interest has predomi-
nantly focused on the ‘grand scheme’ of Eurasianism, its broad
metahistorical and historiosophical constructions. Comparatively little
attention has been paid to more specific and concrete issues; specifically,
how it dealt with particular political and cultural questions. A confronta-
tion of its general claims and specific solutions to concrete nationality
problems will not only allow us to assess Eurasianism’s contribution to
the debate on Russian national consciousness but also to more precisely
situate the movement in Russian intellectual history.

This chapter will address Eurasianist treatment of the ‘national ques-
tion’ in Russia, and in particular, its treatment of Ukraine. The tsarist
Empire never succeeded in creating a firm sense of nationhood, either
among ethnic Russians or among the population of the Empire as a
whole (Suny, 2001). As Geoffrey Hosking (1997) has argued, the search
for a nationalism that would unite the whole population and bind it
firmly to its government was severely hampered by Russia’s past as an
empire with a deep gap between the upper and lower classes. In the 19th
and early 20th century Russia saw consecutive attempts to introduce
either a civic variant of Russian nationalism or an ethnic one. Yet the
civic variant got in conflict with the regime’s unwillingness to share
political authority with the whole population, whereas the ethnic variant
encountered the difficulty of reconciling the empire’s ethnic diversity
with the need to focus on one particular ethnic group.

The Eurasianists’ writings and their attempt to develop a new, post-
revolutionary Russian–Eurasian nationalism will be analyzed here in the
context of the search for a viable Russian national consciousness. As it
will be shown, Eurasianist claims notwithstanding, their ‘non-political’
solutions had implicit political implications. Their ‘politicization of the
unpolitical’ was not an uncommon phenomenon in Europe after the



Great War and rather typical of a new type of conservatism (Mann, 1983;
Bussche, 1998; Luks, 1998). Similarly, the explicit Eurasianist break with
the pre-revolutionary Russian intelligentsia in regard to the national
question turns out to be more rhetorical than real. In their approach to the
Ukrainian issue, the Eurasianists stood firmly in the pre-revolutionary
tradition and ultimately professed the same ‘All-Russian’ nationalism as
the preceding generation. In this respect as well, the Eurasianists proved
to be a conservative movement.

I will start with a brief demonstration of the Eurasianist ‘non-political’
solution for an ‘All-Eurasian’ nationalism on a general level of abstrac-
tion, a solution based on their negative attitude towards politics. Then 
I will use the specific example of one national challenge, the ‘Ukrainian
problem’, i.e. did the Eurasianists consider Ukraine a geographical, lin-
guistic, historical and cultural inseparable part of Russia–Eurasia or not?
My examination of the Eurasianist stance on the ‘Ukrainian problem’
will be based on a broad examination of their own writings on this topic
in the 1920s and early 1930s, as well as their Ukrainian and Russian
opponents’ responses. After analysing their basic arguments in the context
of pre-revolutionary Russian thought about Ukrainian independence, 
I will show how those early ideas resurfaced after 1991 and are today
used to justify Russian hegemony over Ukraine and to keep it away from
NATO and the EU.

Politics and orthodoxy

The Eurasianists’ rhetorical break with politics was part and parcel of
their ideology. They attempted to answer political questions with cultural
arguments and thus ‘displaced’ politics into the cultural sphere. As a result,
their discussion of cultural matters had an implicit rather than explicit
political agenda. Trubetskoi’s (1925a) polemic essay ‘We and others’ rep-
resents the Eurasianists’ most explicit statement on this issue. Trubetskoi
resolutely distanced himself not only from all party politics and ‘petty
political wrangles’, in which in his opinion the Russian emigration got
bogged down. He also dissociated himself and the Eurasianist movement
from the political sphere in its traditional sense as such. Émigrés politi-
cians, Trubetskoi lamented, conducted with each other and with the new
Soviet government endless political quarrels and ‘judge each and every
émigré intellectual movement from the point of view of its political con-
tent. From this point of view, of course, the emigrants also judge the
Eurasianists’. Dissatisfied with the Eurasianists’ rejection of politics the
émigré intellectuals, Trubetskoi continued, either suspected ‘some kind
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of deeply hidden secret intrigues or deprecatingly shrug their shoulders
and declare the whole ‘movement’ to be just a literary current and simple
affectation’. As a matter of fact, he asserted, ‘in Eurasianism the rela-
tionship between politics and culture is completely different from the one
to which the Russian intelligentsia got used to’ (Trubetskoi, 1925a: 66–67).

Trubetskoi considered the political sphere in its traditional sense a
purely western European phenomenon. Such were, in his opinion, the
conservative advocates of Russia as a great power as well as the revolu-
tionary intelligentsia in pre-revolutionary Russia. Both political orientations
were the outgrowth of a European, hence foreign cultural environment
(Trubetskoi, 1925a: 68). Trubetskoi insisted that for the Eurasianists it
was important not to choose from among one or another policy, but
radically to ‘de-Europeanize’ and thus ‘de-politicize’ Russia and to create
a genuinely Russian–Eurasian culture. The essence of such a culture,
according to Trubetskoi, consisted of a ‘deep Orthodox-religious feeling
uniting the whole people’. He claimed that Eurasianism ‘demands genuine
Orthodoxy, a sacralization of one’s way of life, a truly national culture
based on the profession of faith in everyday life (bytovoe ispovednichestvo)’.
In short, Trubetskoi rejected politics and substituted it with a culture,
firmly rooted in Russian Orthodox religion (Trubetskoi, 1925a: 71). Similar
views about the renunciation of traditional party politics in favour of a
new religious culture that would be founded on the pure essence of
Orthodoxy were shared by other Eurasianists and such ideas became
commonplaces in all Eurasianist programmatic documents (Karsavin,
1925, Karsavin, 1926, Savitskii, 1925). Rejecting politics, the Eurasianists
enthusiastically declared the ‘primacy of culture’ (Krivosheeva, 1994: 493).

For the Eurasianist project of a new nationalism in a multi-national
multi-confessional state, however, Orthodoxy was a rather problematic
foundation. It is quite telling that Trubetskoi did not mention the reli-
gious aspect when in 1927 he announced on the pages of the Eurasianist
journal his idea that an ‘All-Eurasian’ nationalism ‘must serve as the
expanded nationalism of each people living in Eurasia, some fusion of
all their particular nationalisms’ (Trubetskoi, 1927b: 29). Trubetskoi frankly
rejected all attempts to re-establish a national hegemony of the Russian
people in post-revolutionary Russia: ‘The Russia, in which the Russian
people was the only master of the whole state territory – this Russia has
become a part of history. From now on the Russian people is and will be
just one of the peoples populating the territory of the state and partici-
pating in its government with equal rights’ (Trubetskoi, 1927b: 25). But
the question remained how would this multiethnic state be integrated?
Trubetskoi made it clear that one particular common characteristic was
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insufficient, that the territory could not be integrated, for example, by
either the common goal of a social ideal (as in the USSR) or common
language (as it had been the case with panslavism). Eurasian nationalism
was more holistic and spiritual: ‘In the Eurasian brotherhood the peoples
are tied together not by one or another one-sided row of characteristics
but by their common historical fate’. Trubetskoi’s ideal of what should
ultimately unite and guide all the peoples of Eurasia was, in his opinion,
a ‘supra-national’ universal concept, a ‘non-political’ and ‘non-national’
nationalism. In his view, Eurasia was not a random collection of peoples
but a ‘geographical, economical and historical unity’. And it was imper-
ative that the Eurasian peoples recognize this brotherhood, that it
became a ‘vital fact of their consciousness’ (Trubetskoi, 1927b: 29). The
Eurasianists saw their task as contributing with their writings and teach-
ings to the ‘re-education’ of the Eurasian peoples into a Eurasian people, to
the creation and realization of this consciousness (Trubetskoi, 1927b: 30).

The Ukrainian challenge

By the mid-1920s, obviously, not all Ukrainians had internalized this
‘common historical fate’ as an article by the Ukrainian émigré nationalist
Dmytro Andrievsky clearly showed. It was published in a Ukrainian émigré
journal in Belgium and opened an explicit discussion of the ‘Ukrainian
question’ in the émigré press (Andrievsky, 1926). Contrary to Trubetskoi’s
expectation, Andrievsky regarded Eurasianism not as an ideology of
integration of the imperial space but as a clear indication for the parting
of the Russian and Ukrainian paths. The Eurasianist claim that Russia’s
future was in Asia, Andrievsky argued, made it clear that Ukraine was
different from Russia. Situated between Europe and Asia as well, Ukraine
also had to decide which side to take. The Eurasianists now made it clear
that this side was Europe: ‘The teachings of Eurasianism finally highlight
Ukraine’s European characteristics by contrasting them with foreign ele-
ments and thus transform Ukraine into an integral part of the West and
give her a clear destination’. Thus, by looking at a foreign, ‘Eurasian’
Russia, Andrievsky thought, it would be easy for Ukrainians to discover
their European essence and mission.

Consequently, Andrievsky’s overall evaluation of Eurasianism was
positive and he fully agreed with the Eurasianists’ teachings, in particular
with their rejection of Europe. This was ‘dictated by its [Russia’s] history’
and could not be otherwise, based on Eurasianism’s ‘objective truth’.
According to Andrievsky, in Eurasianism ‘the Russian people discovered
its national consciousness and correctly chose its path into the future. 
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It is only natural that it [the Russian people] searches for allies and like-
mined people in the East’. The Ukrainians’ future, Andrievsky argued,
was to be found in the opposite direction: ‘Our path, however, leads to the
West. Our character, history, and future dictate us community with the
West. Together with the Czechs, the Poles, and . . . the Serbs is it our task
to create a new European humanity’ (Andrievsky, 1926: 12).

In order to counter such obvious ‘misreadings’ of their ideology, the
Eurasianists, who were familiar with Andrievsky’s article, had to make
clear how exactly they considered the whole former Russian empire to
be a united Eurasia and to show explicitly that Ukraine was part of it.
They had to leave the abstract level of generalizations and rhetorics and
make true on their promise to demonstrate the multi-level unity of Eurasia,
be it geographically, historically, economically or otherwise. In the sec-
ond half of the 1920s various Eurasianists made several explicit statements
concerning Ukraine’s position vis-à-vis Russia-Eurasia. They answered this
question from various perspectives, from the point of view of geography,
anthropology, linguistics as well as culture and history. Undoubtedly,
the Eurasianists’ searches to find an intellectually satisfying proof of
Ukraine’s Eurasian character exhibited great creativity and produced inter-
esting results of varying academic merit. As we will see, however, the
ultimate answer was equivocal and highly ambiguous.

In one of the first Eurasianist programmatic pamphlets in 1926 the
western limits of Eurasia were given rather laconically and vaguely as
stretching ‘approximately along the line of the rivers Neman–Western
Bug–San–Danube delta’. Therefore, it concluded, ‘by and large with
deflections into both sides, the borders of Eurasia coincide with the bor-
ders of the Russian Empire’ (Karsavin, 1926: 33). This indicated that
Ukraine was a part of Eurasia.

In fact, however, the issue was more complicated and it remained for
the Eurasianists ultimately unclear if, according to geographical evidence,
Ukraine would be a part of Eurasia. In his central work on Eurasian geog-
raphy ‘Geographic Peculiarities of Russia’, Savitskii (1927) was much
more careful about the western limits of Eurasia. Deducing the borders
of Eurasia from an exhaustive number of geographical, botanical and
climatic data, he gave a prominent place to vegetation. Whereas Europe
was almost exclusively covered by various types of forests, the Eurasian
heartland, he argued, was from south to north distinctly characterized
by four strips of vegetation: desert, steppe, forest, and tundra. The western
part of Eurasia lacked the desert strip, yet still had horizontal strips of
steppe, forest, and tundra. Tundra and steppe, however, gradually tapered
off towards the west and at the ‘Pulkovo meridian’ near St Petersburg the
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tundra strip ceased. And still further to the west, shortly before Lviv the
steppe strip ended as well and turned into forest. Savitskii’s scientific
ethos did not allow him to ignore this significant and indisputable fact,
and he reluctantly admitted that ‘this sphere, where the forest zone
gradually forces back (from north to south) tundra and steppe – can by
the composition of its zones be considered a transitional zone from
Eurasia to Europe’ (Savitskii, 1927: 46). From this perspective, however,
all Belorus and Ukraine would form a transitional zone between Eurasia
and Europe. But how did this match the Eurasianists’ claim that Eurasia
would wholly coincide with the former Russian Empire’s borders?
Savitskii somewhat twisted his own geographical data to claim the western
part of the Empire for Eurasia. He argued that since even small strips of
steppe and tundra were entirely unknown in Europe, which was wholly
covered with forests, there was enough reason for him to include Belorus
and Ukraine into Eurasia.1 From a ‘Eurasianist’ geographical perspective,
thus, it was not indisputably clear that Ukraine was a part of Eurasia. On
the contrary, there was sufficient evidence to characterize it as neither a
part of Eurasia nor of Europe, and, possibly, Ukraine could have been
claimed with equal justification both for Europe and for Eurasia.

For more evidence the Eurasianists’ explored other fields of scholarship,
such as anthropology and linguistics.2 According to typological charac-
teristics of blood groups, Vera Toll’ (V.T., 1927) argued, Russia-Eurasia
was neither a part of Europe nor of Asia. She explained that in this respect
‘Europe sharply differs from Asia and represents a small, secluded world.
Russia was situated between the European and Asian groups – almost
joining the Asian group and having very little in common with Europe’.3

Although all four different blood types existed among all peoples, there
were significant differences in their overall distribution among one par-
ticular people. On this basis Toll’ developed a coefficient which she then
related to the various European and Asian peoples. In her interpretation,
the ‘Eurasian’ coefficient ranged from 1.0 to 1.4 (ethnic Russians: 1.3).
Toll’ did not dwell on particular nationalities within the Russian Empire,
but the ‘Ukrainian’ coefficient of ‘1.0’ appeared much closer to the ‘Afro-
Asian’ type (below 1.0) than to the European (above 2.0) (V.T., 1927: 30).
These ‘racial coefficients’ later prompted Savitskii to call Ukrainians
‘more “easterly” than the Great Russians’ (Savitskii, 1931–41). Yet this
effort also had certain limits. At least by the mid 1930s the Eurasianists
distanced themselves from any ‘racial’ definitions of nationhood and
thus invalidated the ‘anthropological’ argument (Trubetskoi, 1935).

From the perspective of linguistics as well the Eurasianists attempted
to demonstrate the existence of particular features that might distinguish



Eurasia (including Ukraine) from Europe and Asia. The result was the
discovery by the linguist Roman Jakobson of the so-called the ‘Eurasian
linguistic area’ (iazykovoi soiuz or Sprachbund) (Jakobson, 1962a, b). In his
study Jakobson argued that, although genetically unrelated, the languages
of the various ethnic groups of Eurasia, both Slavic and non-Slavic, shared
a unique common feature that could only be explained by their mutual
influence, as the result of convergence: ‘The distinguishing characteristic
of the languages of Eurasia . . . is their phonological usage of the conso-
nants’ sound timbre (fonologicheskoe ispol’zovanie tembrovykh razlichii
soglasnykh)’ ( Jakobson, 1962b: 159). That indicates that meaning can be
created by the differentiation between palatalized or unpalatalized con-
sonants. Such a feature, Jakobson demonstrated, exists in the Russian
language, and with a few modifications, in all other languages spoken in
Eurasia, including Ukrainian and its dialects, most of which adjoined to
the Russian type (Jakobson, 1962b, p.164). The border between the
‘Eurasian’ type of palatalization and a different western type, according
to Jakobson, was somewhere in between Slovakian and Ukrainian, where
he distinguished, from a phonetical point of view, several ‘transitional’
local dialects (Jakobson, 1962b, pp.165–6). The shortcomings of this
approach also soon became apparent, since, according to linguistic cri-
teria, not only Ukraine and Belorus were part of the Eurasian Sprachbund,
but also Poland, which, by all other features, was definitely not a part of
Eurasia (Jakobson, 1962b, p.183).

Besides geographic, anthropological and linguistic evidence, which all
were not without certain constraints, it was Savitskii’s and Trubetskoi’s
cultural–historical definition of Eurasia that would ultimately become
the central argument in favour of Eurasian cultural unity in general and
Ukraine’s belonging to it in particular. This was natural, given the
Eurasianists’ explicit declaration of the ‘primacy of culture’.

Probably nobody among the Eurasianists was more qualified to deal
with the cultural ‘Ukrainian issue’ than Savitskii. Born in Chernihiv in
1895 into a family of the local zemstvo nobility, Savitskii already in his
youth exhibited an unusual interest in the local history and culture, which
resulted in several articles on Ukrainian art published in the local press
(Rozental’, 1997). Already then he addressed the question of Ukraine’s
place in the historical and cultural west-east continuum between Europe
and Russia. Compared to his later Eurasianist writings on the topic,
however, these articles exhibit a rather surprising ‘un-Eurasian’ tendency,
almost praising past Ukrainian cultural particularism. They vividly demon-
strate the ambiguity of cultural definitions of national belonging and
deserve to be analysed in some detail.
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In one of his early studies Savitskii explored the history of Ukrainian
church architecture and its particularities vis-à-vis Poland and western
Europe on the one side and Russia on the other (S.P., 1913a, b). In the
late 17th century, Savitskii argued, Ukraine saw an unprecedented boom
in the building of stone churches due to a united, almost democratic
effort of all local estates: the Hetman, the clergy and the starshyna. The
ruling elite had not yet lost touch with the still free common people and
upward mobility based on merit rather than birth was still possible.
Ukrainian art of that time, Savitskii maintained, was highly original,
without the imitation characteristic of the later ‘Ukrainian baroque’, an
import from Russia (S.P., 1913a; 1). Ukrainian churches, thus, expressed
not only the artistic taste of the ‘Little Russian’ people but also testified
to their spirituality, exhibiting ‘simplicity’ and ‘clarity’ that allowed for
unique religious experiences. The simple white walls created an impression
‘as though the spirit of powerful people with strong passions such as
Bohdan Khmel’nytsky, Palii and Doroshenko was still alive’ (S.P., 1913a: 3).
Clearly, for Savitskii, church buildings were not just architecture, but a
material manifestation of spirit.

With the reign of Catherine the Great, Savitskii regretted, Ukrainian
architecture as such came to an end. Ukraine and its architecture experi-
enced a ‘break in the development of a national culture and a partial
junction with All-Russian (obshche-russkaia) culture’. Catherine’s impact
was powerful: ‘Within twenty years she was able to destroy to a great
extent the shadow of the old culture, the ancient particularism’. Yet,
although the imported empire style came to some local prominence, it
remained foreign to the region. Nevertheless, Savitskii concluded, local
Ukrainian culture had possessed the potential and qualities of a particular
national style: ‘without losing its original distinctive features it was able
to rise to the level of European art’ (S.P., 1913b: 3).

The existence of a particular local character Savitskii found confirmed
in Ukrainian embroidery, another of his early fields of interest (S.P.,
1914a, b). He argued that it featured influences of both western Europe
and Asia minor, yet combined them in a highly original and creative
way, adding an important local flavour (S.P., 1914: 4–5). This peculiar
synthesis was created by the ‘Ukrainian intellectuals of the time of the
Hetmanate’ and, as Savitskii explained with some regret, disappeared by
the end of the 18th century, ‘when the Ukrainian starshyna dissolved
into the All-Russian intelligentsia and nobility’. Nevertheless, this local
handicraft did not lose its value and significance. Savitskii recommended
its revival to boost the local economy and promote trade with western
Europe (S.P., 1914b: 4–5).
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Ukrainian art, for the young Savitskii, was both original and valuable.
As the flourishing of local embroidery showed, there was a certain spirit
of liberty and democracy that allowed for creativity and spirituality. One
may well guess that Savitskii, son of the local zemstvo leader, regarded
this historic situation as a model for future local, regional autonomy and
particularism, albeit within the Russian Empire.

In early 1924, as a founder of Eurasianism, Savitskii in a public lecture
returned to the topic of Russian architecture, where he self-consciously
applied the characteristics of church architecture to ‘mark the border
between “Europe” and “Eurasia” ’.4 Now, according to architectural evi-
dence, in Savitskii’s opinion, Ukraine was no longer a transitional zone
between East and West or even a distinct entity on par with Europe, but
firmly part of the Eastern, All-Russian ‘Eurasian camp’.

On a high level of generalization Savitskii contrasted European styles
and ‘Eurasian’ styles of church architecture, allowing for very few inter-
mediate variants. Savitskii’s criterion for differentiation was the basic
type of church layout, the two chief architectural types that had emerged
already in the Byzantine Empire: the basilican axial type and the circular,
central type. Towards the end of the first millennium, Savitskii explained,
the ways of the types parted: the first gained prominence in Europe,
whereas the second type gained its dominating position in Eurasia. Russia
as well as huge territories in the East radiating around Constantinople
(Armenia, Georgia, Serbia, Persia, Ottoman Empire etc.) were part of the
Eastern architectural sphere (Savitskii, 1924: 471–2).

Sharing the basic Eastern style, Russian churches displayed three con-
secutive epochs: a Russian–Byzantine epoch (characterized by cubical
forms); an epoch of tented roofs and patterned domes; and an epoch of
Baroque-Empire. Even in the third epoch, which Russia shared with
Europe, it preserved certain original ‘Eastern’ traits (Savitskii, 1924: 472).
Russian architecture ‘objectively’ was part of the Eastern sphere, since
here the ‘Eastern’ principles clearly prevailed. Besides that, Savitskii argued,
Russia lacked buildings in the Romanesque and Gothic styles, so typical
of Europe’s Middle Ages.

Thus, Savitskii concluded, in the field of architecture one could find
only two separate ‘worlds’: ‘Europe’ and ‘Eurasia’ (Savitskii, 1924: 473).5

According to one of his listeners, however, in the oral version, Savitskii was
much more explicit: ‘If we can find elements of European church archi-
tecture in Russia – then we are in Europe. If not – then we are not in
Europe’. Finland in this respect was Europe, the Ladoga region was not.
Krakow was Europe, Halych (eastern Galicia) was not (E.K., 1924). By 1924,
there was no question about the place of Ukraine in Savitskii’s ‘Eurasianist’
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concept of Russian architecture and culture: Because Ukraine shared with
Russia the ‘Eastern’ architectural tradition, it was culturally and spiritually
united with Russia as an almost divinely determined part of Eurasia.

Having in general terms determined the ‘Eurasian’ character of Ukrainian
and Russian culture and architecture vis-à-vis Europe, Savitskii in 1926
more explicitly addressed the relationship between Ukrainian and Russian
culture. In an essay titled ‘Great Russia and Ukraine in Russian culture’
(Savitskii, 1926) he unambiguously stated that by the late 19th century
any particular Ukrainian culture had ceased to exist as an independent
phenomenon and that by that time it had completely merged with ‘Great
Russian’ (velikorusskii) culture into an ‘All-Russian’ one.6 In a somewhat
surprising volte-face compared to his pre-Eurasianist writings he now
emphasized the similarities of Russian and Ukrainian culture rather than
their differences and, even more startling, he welcomed the ultimate end
of Ukrainian cultural independence.

Developing the ideas of his 1924 public lecture, Savitskii declared that
from the 10th to the 12th century all parts of Rus’ had shared the same
cultural development, most notably in church architecture, where an
original reworking of the architectural type of the Christian East led to
the emergence of a particular ‘Russian’ (russkii) architecture (Savitskii,
1926: 10–11). Yet between the 13th and 17th centuries the Russian people
were divided into different branches. Judging from language, literature,
and fine arts, by the 17th century Ukraine and ‘Great Russia’ already
appeared ‘as two different cultural spheres, though united by a number
of paramount characteristics (and most of all the unity of the Orthodox
faith)’ (Savitskii, 1926: 10).7 During those centuries different branches of
Russian icon painting emerged. Although its Ukrainian variant exhibited
certain particularities, both were rooted in Orthodoxy and thus formed
a clearly defined unity. The same unity in diversity could be detected in
architecture, where the tented roofs of ‘Great Russia’ found their perfect
analogy in Ukrainian facetted domes. In both ‘Great Russia’ and Ukraine
the domes were a structurally integrated component of the church build-
ing, unlike anywhere else in the ‘West’ or in the ‘East’, where church towers
were just externally added to the church. In this respect the differences
between ‘Great Russia’ and Ukraine appeared to Savitskii as ‘variants of
one and the same culture, as two sisterly currents – standing out from the
surrounding areas’ (Savitskii, 1926: 11–12).

By the 17th century Ukraine had developed a peculiar type of education
and learning, most notably in the Kyivan Academy. This spiritual poten-
tial and its influence on Russian culture, Savitskii argued, were responsi-
ble for the final unification of the two hitherto separated ‘branches’. 
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The Kyivan Academy was ‘one of the bases of Russian culture during the
‘imperial period’ . . . [which] could not be explained without regard to the
incorporation in toto of 17th century Ukrainian erudition’. This merging
together, Savitskii claimed, of the ‘Great Russian and Ukrainian cultural
branches, represents perhaps the main significance of the break that
divides Muscovite Rus’ from imperial Russia’. Already long before Peter
the Great, but most forcefully during his reign, ‘Ukrainians completed
their cultural conquest of the Muscovite tsardom and thereby transformed
it into the ‘All-Russian’ empire’ (Savitskii, 1926: 12). Savitskii observed this
‘Ukrainization’ in many spheres of Russian sacral and secular culture up to
the mid-19th century: church architecture, the correction of the liturgi-
cal books and the usage of language in the Russian church, in new styles
of Russian painting, sculpture, and literature (Savitskii, 1926: 12–13).

By the late 19th century, however, Savitskii argued, the Ukrainian influ-
ence was a thing of the past. Even the literary revivals in Ukrainian lan-
guage of the 19th century were not the result of any historic continuity but
grew entirely out of the ‘united Russian culture’ (edinaia russkaia kul’tura)
and were nothing but a ‘fashion’ of ‘narodnost’, or popular culture. Just
as the Russian poet Kol’tsov introduced popular ‘Great Russian’ motives
into literature, the Ukrainian poet Shevchenko did the same with ‘pop-
ular Ukrainian’ motives: ‘Shevchenko is symmetric to Kol’tsov. Both of
them are the fruit of one bosom’. By the second half of the 19th and
early 20th century, Savitskii claimed, the Ukrainian element in Russian
culture had finally ‘exhausted’ its potential. As a result Ukrainian culture
experienced a general ‘provincialization’ and lost contact with its glori-
ous past, because it foolishly tried to imitate Europe and to become a
‘European’ culture ‘of the tenth degree’. Yet the Ukrainian past was still
alive, Savitskii pathetically concluded, “in the form of the already exist-
ing and growing Russian world culture” (Savitskii, 1926: 13–14). Thus,
according to Savitskii the Eurasianist, by the end of the 19th century
Ukrainian culture had finally ceased to exist, having been transformed
since the late 17th century together with the ‘Great Russian’ Muscovite
culture into a new synthesis: an ‘All-Russian’ or ‘Russian’ (rossiiskaia) cul-
ture. The Ukrainian problem was thus solved – though perhaps not for
those Ukrainians who would not understand or even resisted this process.

In the unpublished section of his essay Savitskii was even more explicit.
In his view, Ukraine faced a crucial and fateful decision: ‘either to reject
the faith and legacy of her fathers, to sink down to the level of primitive
“narodnost” ’ and to begin from there again, to remain for centuries a piti-
ful province without originality and perspectives, – or to take advantage
of what Ukraine herself had created with the efforts of her best sons: the
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already existing Russian (rossiiskaia) culture, the common fruit of the
united cultures of Kiev and Moscow’. Here Savitskii made explicit what
he had already argued implicitly: The Ukraine’s choice was either ‘to be
independent, provincial and tenth-rate or to be a part of a self-contained
(samonachal’noi) culture with world ranking’, i.e. of Russian culture.8

Savitskii strictly discouraged Ukrainian attempts to build an indigenous
national culture and to reach ‘world rank’ independently. The efforts
needed for such an endeavour were tremendous and unjustified. He
exclaimed: ‘What a criminal waste of energy and achievements for the
Ukrainian people!’ The Ukraine’s task was not to fall back into the state
of provinciality but to contribute together with the ‘Great Russian’ cultural
branch to the discovery of the newly conceived Eurasian cultural world,
the ‘central’ cultural world on the old continent.9

Savitskii’s ideas, published in a small and unknown émigré journal,
were soon picked up, elaborated by Trubetskoi and published in the official
Eurasian yearbook, thus giving them the authority and approval of the
movement as a whole. Trubetskoi did not significantly alter Savitskii’s
historical scheme, and obviously felt even somewhat uncomfortable
with it. While writing he constantly complained to fellow-Eurasianist
Suvchinskii about his difficulties to reconcile his own views (Trubetskoi,
1925b, 1927c) with Savitskii’s : ‘My writing efforts are not very successful:
I try hard to write about Ukraine, but to no avail – so boring! – I reread
my “Turanian elements” and discovered that it will be difficult to com-
bine them with the “Slavic elements”. I’ll do my best, though.’ 10 The
composition of the Ukrainian article turned out to be a rather painful
experience for Trubetskoi, who wanted to devote his time to linguistics
rather than to write ‘ideological’ articles for the general public.11 Finally,
he completed his piece with the help of Savitskii and published it in
1927 (Trubetskoi, 1927a).12 It soon evoked a critical reply by the Ukrainian
historian Dmytro Doroshenko (1928) to which Trubetskoi rejoined the
next year. Although Trubetskoi basically repeated Savitskii’s cultural tele-
ology about the emergence of an ‘All-Russian’ high culture, he added some
important characteristics to the Eurasianist concept of both ‘Ukrainian’
and ‘Great Russian’ identity that he subsequently reinforced in his
exchange with Doroshenko. Focusing on the post-Petrine period of
Russian history Trubetskoi’s views, inadvertently or not, betrayed certain
traits of the 19th century tsarist doctrine of ‘official nationality’ which
could for Trubetskoi be summarized as ‘statehood’, ‘organic nationality’,
and ‘Orthodoxy’.

Praising the role of the Russian state, Trubetskoi argued that the unifi-
cation of the two ‘redactions’ of Russian culture at the turn of the 17th
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and 18th centuries, into the ‘All-Russian’ synthesis, was actually the
encounter of two essential, yet unequal principles: the fusion of the
‘Great Russian’ principle of statehood with the Ukrainian sense of culture,
as a result of which the centre of Russian culture moved eastward
(Trubetskoi, 1927: 170). Trubetskoi obviously considered statehood to be
more vital than culture, because it was ultimately Russia’s ‘grand style
statehood’ (gosudarstvennost’ bol’shogo stilia) (Trubetskoi, 1928: 54) that
in the 17th century had attracted the Ukrainians in their effort to preserve
the purity of their Orthodox faith and their ‘Russianness’ against Polish
pressure (Trubetskoi, 1928: 53).

Trubetskoi saw the simultaneous emergence of a popular ‘Ukrainian’ and
‘Russian’ literature in the late 19th century not as a ‘fashion’, as did Savi-
tskii, but, consistent with his earlier article on ‘upper’ and ‘lower’ spheres
of Russian culture (Trubetskoi, 1921) as an effect of the pre-revolutionary
estrangement of the upper spheres of Russian culture from its popular
(narodnoe) foundation and, as a consequence, of the alienation of the
intelligentsia from the people that ultimately led to revolution (Trube-
tskoi, 1927: 173–175). If now Ukraine opted for an independent ‘Ukrainian’
culture, he continued, it was again highly unlikely that this ‘Ukrainian’
culture would equally satisfy all social groups. The new and smaller
Ukrainian culture would become the culture exclusively of the lower
strata. It would thus fail to successfully compete with the already estab-
lished ‘All-Russian’ culture, because it lacked not only a solid cultural tra-
dition but also a sufficiently sized population to allow for a competitive
selection of talent (Trubetskoi, 1927: 176). Without this, Trubetskoi con-
cluded, Ukrainian culture could never satisfy the sophisticated needs of
a national high culture and could only serve as one regional lower-class
variant of the ‘All-Russian’ high culture. (Trubetskoi, 1927: 180)

In contrast to Savitskii, Trubetskoi obviously expected the new Ukrainian
culture of the ‘lower classes’ to remain for some time. Yet, he argued,
such a complex system of regional low cultures and one common high
culture needed a solid basis, an ‘organisational principle’ to work prop-
erly. Consistent with his rejection of politics that might have been able
to mediate between different social spheres and cultures, Trubetskoi
again preferred an ‘unpolitical’ principle: the ‘Orthodox faith’ that had
been lacking in post-Petrine, Europeanized Russia with fatal consequences
(Trubetskoi, 1927: 182–3).

Those discrepancies from Savitskii’s views notwithstanding, Trubetskoi’s
stern warnings against Ukrainian independence, sounded equally urgent.
Any newly constructed Ukrainian culture, Trubetskoi claimed, would be
nothing but a weapon against Russian culture, it would be of low quality,
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untalented and, worst of all, not even ‘national’, that is, without mass
support. It would be hastily constructed, unoriginal and imitative (of
European civilization not of Russia culture): ‘In a word, – this will be a piti-
ful substitute, not a culture but a caricature . . .’ (Trubetskoi, 1927: 171–2).

Mixed responses and surprises

Unsurprisingly, Ukrainian émigrés of the 1920s and 1930s were neither
impressed nor convinced by the Eurasianists’ new definition of ‘Eurasian’
culture and its potential political implications for Ukraine. The historian
Dmytro Doroshenko, then director of the Ukrainian Scientific Institute
in Berlin, and the economist Oleksandr Mitsiuk, professor at Ukrainian
scientific institutions in Prague and Pode�brady (Czechoslovakia) responded
in print to Trubetskoi’s solution of the ‘Ukrainian problem’ and to
Eurasianism in general. Both Doroshenko and Mitsiuk readily acknowl-
edged the significant Ukrainian influence on ‘Great Russia’ since the late
17th century, yet questioned Trubetskoi’s conclusion that consequently
both ‘Ukrainian’ and ‘Russian’ nationalities had ceased to exist. Both
insisted on the existence of separate national traditions with conflictive
characteristics. They gladly picked up Trubetskoi’s first argument about
Russia’s ‘grand style statehood’ and further condensed it into a typolog-
ical contraposition of an ‘educated’ and ‘democratic’ Ukraine, versus an
‘oppressive’ and ‘state-fixated’ Russia.

In his reply Doroshenko, a former Minister of Foreign Affairs in the
Skoropads’kyi government (Prymak, 2001) agreed with Trubetskoi that by
the late 17th century even common Ukrainians had a much higher level of
education than ‘Great Russians’. Judicial practices of the state and other
spheres of everyday life in ‘Great Russia’ exhibited many cruelties, partially,
as Doroshenko presumed, because of Mongolian domination. But he
denied that Ukrainian culture had been transplanted by Peter I to Great
Russian soil in toto and then ceased to exist. Peter, according to Doroshenko,
adopted only individual, formal aspects of Ukrainian culture, just as he did
from western European cultures (Doroshenko, 1928: 44). More impor-
tantly, ever since the 12th century not all of Ukraine had developed politi-
cal and cultural relations with Great Russia, but just its left-bank Cossack
territories (Doroshenko, 1928: 46). Consequently, Ukrainian intellectuals
had not completely assimilated into the post-Petrine ‘All-Russian’ culture,
did not loose their national consciousness nor their sense of being different
from Russians. It would therefore be wrong, Doroshenko claimed, to
detect, as Trubetskoi did, parallels in post-Petrine Ukrainian and Great-
Russian literary development (Doroshenko, 1928: 45–46).
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Doroshenko took particular issue with Trubetskoi’s second argument,
his understanding of a national culture as consisting of several ‘storeys’,
one expressing the national foundation, the other serving high culture.
That reminded him of what the 19th century Ukrainian historian
Kostomarov ironically had called Ukrainian ‘literature for household
purposes’ (literatura dlia domashnego obikhoda). This model had ultimately
been unanimously rejected by Ukrainian intellectuals. Even Russians,
Doroshenko asserted, had acknowledged and supported the existence of
particular Ukrainian academic institutions, as manifested in the founda-
tion of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in 1918 with the active sup-
port of Russian scholars (Doroshenko, 1928: 47). Most importantly,
Doroshenko countered Trubetskoi’s intellectual effort to construct an
abstract ‘All-Russian’ culture with a reminder of the power of accom-
plished fact: ‘The population of Ukraine already has made its choice in
favour of Ukrainian culture’ and this culture evidently could integrate
all social groups and spheres within a single ethnic unity (Doroshenko,
1928: 48) For Doroshenko, Trubetskoi’s fear about the fatal effects of the
‘Ukrainian option’ were baseless and disproven by reality.

The economist Oleksander Mitsiuk’s response to Eurasianism was
more hostile. Mistiuk, an adherent of Mykhailo Drahomaniv’s federalist
solution of the ‘Ukrainian question’, explicitly regarded Eurasianism
and Trubetskoi’s writings in particular, as nothing but a continuation of
Nicholas I’s doctrine of ‘official nationality’ (Mitsiuk, 1931: 4–7). Whereas
Doroshenko had accented the inherent violence of the ‘Great Russian’
imperial statehood, Mitsiuk in an almost populist fashion emphasized
the ‘democratic’ nature of Ukraine, both in the religious and the politi-
cal spheres, echoing the similar views of the young Savitskii. Mitsiuk
added that the Ukrainian variant of Orthodoxy was more ‘peaceful’ and
closer to the people than the Russian variant. Similarly, Ukrainians had
never been devoted monarchists but rather adhered to republican ideas
(Mitsiuk, 1931: 6, 17)

Mitsiuk acknowledged a rift between Ukrainian intellectuals and the
lower classes in the 19th and early 20th century, but blamed the Russian
government’s politics of Russification for it. Yet even some alienation
between Ukrainian intellectuals and the common people, Mitsiuk assured,
would not destroy the traditionally close relationship between them
(Mitsiuk, 1931: 22). Ultimately he agreed with Doroshenko that Ukrainians
had decided already in favour of an independent and democratic
Ukrainian culture.

Whereas the Ukrainian émigré’s negative responses are not very surpris-
ing, a look at Russian responses to the Eurasianists’ views on the ‘Ukrainian
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problem’ shows quite unexpected praise and, for the Eurasianists them-
selves, somewhat unwelcome support from the wrong side.13 This reaction
suggests that the Eurasianists’ opinions on the Ukraine struck a familiar
chord with quite a few other Russian émigrés in different political camps,
who in other respects were fierce critics and opponents.

The conservative Russian writer Aleksandr Saltykov devoted a short mono-
graph to the discussion between Trubetskoi and Doroshenko (Saltykov,
1929a, b, 1930a, b). He readily agreed with Trubetskoi and Savitskii that by
the time of Peter and as the result of his reforms ‘Great Russia’ and Ukraine
had ceased to exist as independent entities. Yet, for Saltykov this was not
the effect of Russian and Ukrainian synthesis alone, but the result of Peter’s
reforms and Europeanization. In this process, Saltykov argued, both
Ukraine and ‘Great Russia’ had been transformed into an entirely new
entity, the ‘Russian Empire’ (Saltykov, 1929a: 690). Therefore, in Saltykov’s
opinion both ‘Eurasianists’ and ‘Ukrainianists’ were trying to solve an
imaginary problem. Furthermore, he regarded both ‘Ukrainianism’ and
‘Eurasianism’, as indicators of a crisis in Russian national ideology, the
result of the growing disintegration of the ‘national Russia’ since the late
19th century (Saltykov, 1929a, p.684). Trubetskoi’s and Saltykov’s views
differed mainly in their assessment of the post-Petrine Russian empire. For
Trubetskoi it was a socially and culturally defective formation, because the
‘upper spheres’ were disconnected form the ‘lower spheres’. For Saltykov, it
was a successful intercultural synthesis, where the ‘All-Eurasian national-
ism’ was realized (Saltykov, 1930a: 927). Accordingly, Saltykov blamed
both Russian and Ukrainian intellectuals’ alienation from the aristocratic
high culture of the Russian Empire in the name of ‘ethnicity’ for destroy-
ing the previous unifying national ideology (Saltykov, 1930a: 956). As
regards the Ukrainian question, Saltykov fully agreed with the Eurasianists
that Ukraine was an inseparable part of the Russian state.

Similar satisfaction and agreement with the Eurasianist treatment of
the Ukrainian issue came from A.S. Izgoev, a contributor to the ‘Vekhi’
collection and outspoken critic of Eurasianism. He was exceptionally
pleased with Savitskii’s article on Ukrainian and Russian culture. He
praised Savitskii for expressing ‘very many important and valuable
thoughts that would merit special treatment not even in the form of
articles but in the form of monographs’. Izgoev confessed that he was
very critical of Savitskii’s Eurasianist ideas with their praise of Russia’s
Asian past but ‘the purely scientific cultural–geographic investigations
of this young and talented scholar always attract my attention’.

In particular Izgoev supported Savitskii’s thesis about the exhaustion
of the Ukrainian element within Russian culture and its progressively
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provincial character. This thought, Izgoev wrote, was ‘highly witty and
stroke to the very essence of the problem’. Savitskii’s warning that the
Ukrainians’ desertion from their common past and present with Russia
would severely hurt not only their own fate but that of Russia as well
found Izgoev’s unreserved consent. Those were the issues, he continued,
that should be seriously pondered by Russian intellectuals, ‘both in
Moscow and in Kiev, both in Kharkov and in St Petersburg’. The cultural
and political intestine war between Russians and Ukrainians, Izgoev
concluded, ‘was detrimental to both main elements of the united great
Russian culture’ (Izgoev, 1926).

Continuity of arguments

The approval of the Eurasianists’ views on Ukraine by prominent mem-
bers of the pre-revolutionary intelligentsia clearly shows that Eurasianist
arguments in favour of an ‘All-Russian’ or ‘All-Eurasian’ culture were
hardly novel and that their supposed break with the pre-revolutionary
intelligentsia was more rhetorical than real. Their Ukrainian opponents,
meanwhile, also echoed earlier ideas; speficially, as expressed in the pre-
revolutionary dispute between Petr Struve and Bohdan Kistiakovsky,
both contributors to the prominent ‘Vekhi’ collection (Heuman, 1998:
129–146).

Ukrainian culture, in Struve’s opinion, was inferior to All-Russian cul-
ture and language and had a local and provincial character (Struve,
1912: 66). Moreover, since no fully-fledged Ukrainian culture existed yet
it would have to be artificially (narochito) created by the Ukrainian
intelligentsia (Struve, 1911: 186). Struve accused Ukrainian intellectuals
of disregarding realities among the masses: ‘For the time being the
intensification of the Ukrainian particularism is the aim and . . . the fiction
solely of the intelligentsia’ (Struve, 1911: 70). There was no need for 
a Ukrainian culture, Struve continued, since the common ‘All-Russian’
culture was closely related to the Russian state and its history, and was
shared by all nationalities of the empire: ‘The hegemony of the Russian
culture in Russia is the fruit of the whole historical development of our
country and an absolutely natural fact’. To change this would be, in
Struve’s opinion, a ‘colossal waste of historical energy for the whole pop-
ulation of the Russian Empire’. Instead of creating new cultures, such as
the Ukrainian, paralleling the Russian culture, it would be better to 
‘raise the [Russian] cultural level in general’ (Struve, 1911: 187). Further-
more, ‘All-Russian’ language was important not only as a cultural neces-
sity or as an instrument of state but also and in particular as a tool of the



‘new economic culture’: ‘Capitalism speaks and will speak not in Ukrainian
(po-malorusski) but in Russian’ (Struve, 1912: 72). In a word, the future,
according to Struve, belonged to the undivided Russian culture.

The Ukrainian legal scholar Kistiakovsky rejected Struve’s dismissive
statement that Ukrainian culture was nothing but the artificial brain-
child of a misguided Ukrainian intelligentsia. He pointed out that, on
the contrary, its independent existence would be an important tool for
the civic liberation of the Ukrainian population (Ukrainets, 1911) For
Kistiakovsky ‘Ukrainian culture’ was perfectly real. In his opinion, it was
the concept of a common ‘Russian nation and culture’, integrating all
inhabitants of the Russian Empire, that was nothing more but a fiction
of the Russian intelligentsia. The mass of ‘Great Russians’, ‘Little Russians’,
‘Byelorussians’ represented concrete entities, namely, ‘the peoples of
Russia’. Being more ‘popular’ and ‘democratic’ than the state-focused
Russian culture, Kistiakovsky continued, Ukrainian culture would serve
not ‘the military and bureaucratic needs of the state, but the most vital
needs of the broad masses’ (Ukrainets, 1911: 140). Although Kistiakovsky
ultimately agreed that of all Slavic cultures only Russian culture had
already a global significance, he also explicitly allowed for the possibility
that in the future Ukrainian culture as well could rise to such a level
(Ukrainets, 1911: 143).

Conclusion

The arguments of both Struve and Kistiakovsky on the ‘Ukrainian ques-
tion’ showed surprising, even literal, coincidences with later Eurasianist
ideas about Ukrainian particularism within the framework of their
multi-national ‘Eurasia’. The Ukrainian example shows that even here
Eurasianists did not completely redefine Russian nationhood and were
unable to ‘finally solve the Russian national question’. Obviously,
Eurasianism’s rhetorical break with the pre-revolutionary intelligentsia
notwithstanding, the movement owed more to its intellectual predeces-
sors than its members themselves acknowledged. In this respect Eura-
sianism was clearly more traditional than its provocative and radical
slogans imply.

In the Eurasianists’ persisting imperial concepts of statehood which
they associated with the tsarist imperial space in its entirety we can
clearly find traces of an imperial mentality, a continuation of the tradi-
tional Russian preference of ‘empire’ over ‘nation’. Eurasianists may
have been sincere and genuine in their effort to revise Russia’s imperial
legacy, and they did approach the Ukrainian–Russian issue with great
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creativity and ingenuity. Nevertheless, they ultimately failed because
they consciously retreated from politics: the sphere that would have
allowed them to unite and complement metahistorical speculation and
argumentation with civic participation and national integration.
Otherwise, their abstract speculations could not cardinally change the
conception of Russian national consciousness, nor convince Ukrainians
they should abandon hopes for national independence. By the early
20th century the ‘Ukrainian question’ had become a political question
and even explicit withdrawal from politics could not depoliticise it.

In Russia today the sophistication and intellectual honesty of the origi-
nal Eurasianists in their endeavours to construct a united Eurasia has been
supplanted by the bare rhetoric of geopolitics. Aleksandr Dugin, the most
outspoken and influential representative of post-soviet neo-Eurasianism,
who has close ties to the Kremlin administration, does not insist on any
‘primacy of culture’ as did the early Eurasianists. His ‘Eurasianism’ replaces
metacultural speculations with an apodictic metapolitical doctrine that
demands the geopolitical unification of both Europe and Russia (‘a strate-
gic bloc from Tokyo to the Azores’) including territories that the original
Eurasianists explicitly excluded. Only as part of such a multinational and
united ‘Eurasia’, Dugin insists, could Russia, the natural continental
power, successfully counter ‘Atlanticism’ – the word he uses to label what
he thinks is a unified liberal and democratic camp, encompassing Europe
and the United States under the latter’s leadership.

Unsurprisingly, Ukraine plays a vital part in Dugin’s metapolitical
scheme. Commenting in the Russian government’s official newspaper
Rossiiskaia gazeta on the Ukrainian presidential elections of 2004, he
claimed that Viktor Yushchenko embodied the ‘Atlanticist’ orientation
of Ukraine. This orientation, if implemented, would not only signifi-
cantly impair Russia’s role as the leader of the continental Eurasian bloc,
but also violate Ukrainian interests. In contrast to Russia, Dugin argued,
the United States and Europe are not interested in a genuine integration
of Ukraine into their geopolitical sphere. On the contrary, American
support for Ukraine’s new ‘Atlanticst’ leadership is motivated only by
Washington’s wish to weaken and harm Russia by preventing it from
realising its Eurasianist mission; that is, to consolidate under its hegemony
the post-Soviet space and Europe and thereby create a multi-polar world.
Ukraine’s role in this strategic game, Dugin claimed, amounts to serving
as a new ‘cordon sanitaire’ between Russia and the ‘Atlanticist bloc’; as a
region of conflict and civil unrest that would deflect the world’s attention
from the United State’s own political and military failures, in Iraq or
elsewhere (Dugin, 2004, 2005).

Eurasianism Then and Now 47



48 Ukraine, the EU and Russia

Dugin has reduced the idea of ‘Eurasia’ to that of a geographically and
politically unified geo-strategic bloc, to an almost absurd vulgarisation
and at times his arguments amount to nothing more than thinly-veiled
anti-American and anti-democratic demagogy. Still, one significant aspect
of intellectual continuity remains: disdain for independent Ukraine.
Whereas Savitskii and Trubetskoi denied any non-Eurasian Ukraine the
ability to create a valuable and original culture, Dugin denies Ukraine the
possibility of conducting an independent foreign policy. Clearly, ideas
and attitudes critical of Ukrainian cultural and political independence
from ‘All-Russian’ or ‘Eurasian’ superiority have firmly persisted among
various groups of Russian intellectuals in different forms for almost a
century. The ‘Ukrainian question’, at least from the Russian and
‘Eurasianist’ perspective, remains ‘unsolved’.

Notes
1. Savitskii found the same problem in the Russian Far East, which also did 

not display the ‘Eurasian’ pattern of flag-shaped horizontal vegetation zones
and should have been declared a part of Asia. Yet, here as well, after some
twisting, Savitskii claimed there were patterns that allowed those territories
to be included into Eurasia (Savitskii, 1927: 51).

2. It is quite telling in this respect that in a later defense of the Eurasianists’
views on Ukraine, Savitskii did not use the geographical argument but rather
focused on anthopology and linguistics (Savitskii, 1931, p.41).

3. Vera Vladimirovna Toll’, nee Vernadskaia, daughter of the biologist Vladimir
Vernadskii and sister of the Eurasianist historian Georgii Vernadskii worked
as a physician in Prague in the 1920s and 1930s.

4. The text of his lecture was published (Savitskii, 1924). The original typoscript is
at: Slovanská knihovna, Prague, P.N. Savitskii Collection, box XX. A report
appeared in the Berlin newspaper Rul’ (E.K., 1924). The quoted sentence is
not in the published version.

5. In the written version of his lecture Savitskii allowed for some traditional
regions, e.g. Italy, which also did not know the Gothic style. Yet Ukraine was
not mentioned in this respect.

6. The entire essay can be found in: Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Rossiiskoi Federatsii
(GARF) f.R-5783, op.1, d.8. It was published partially.

7. Emphasis by Savitskii.
8. GARF f.R-5783, op.1, d.8, l.12.
9. GARF f.R-5783, op.1, d.8, l.13-14.

10. N.S. Trubetskoi’s letter to P.P. Suvchinskii, 29.9.1926, Bibiothèque nationale de
France, département de la Musique, Rés. Vm. dos 92 (61). 

11. N.S. Trubetskoi’s letter to P.P. Suvchinskii, 4.11.1926, ibid.
12. N.S. Trubetskoi’s letter to P.P. Suvchinskii, 13.1.1927, ibid.
13. See Savitskii’s harsh critique of Saltykov’s writing (Savitskii, 1931: 43).
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Summary: This chapter examines the divergent views among Russian
and Ukrainian elites on the possibility of a single high culture in imperial
Russia. The ‘imperial culture,’ as a hybrid or ‘all-Russian’ formation, which
relied on Ukrainian participation and subordination, but whose Ukrainian
element is elided in discourses that imagine Imperial Russian culture as
a Russian ‘national’ one, was founded on a Ukrainian–Russian consensus
that was shattered during the 19th century, when Ukrainian elites began
withdrawing from pan-imperial cultural participation. This laid the
foundation for a rival ‘national’ high culture in the imperial state and may
be seen as the most important reason why the empire did not coalesce on
the basis of a single multinational culture. Ukrainian high culture never
challenged Great Russian (ethnic) nationality or culture, only the state-
sponsored all-Russian imperial culture – which later assumed the
deceptive, un-prefixed name ‘Russian.’ The current crisis of what is called
‘Russian identity’ amounts either to attempts to resuscitate the ‘all-
Russian’ idea or to come to terms with its demise. Russian Federation
leaders still dabble in the former, believing that a ‘union’ with Ukraine
would legitimize the continued existence of the ‘all-Russian’ idea.

*

Introduction

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the status of Russia as an Empire
has, for all practical purposes, been settled. If in 1994 Zbigniew Brzezinski
(1994: 72) still posed the issue in the form of a question (‘Is Russia pri-
marily a nation-state or . . . multinational empire?’), today, the latter view,
has become conventional wisdom. Not only are we learning much about
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the structure and workings of the Empire but also, more importantly, we
now know that the empire has been an obstacle to Russia’s full national
development. Geoffrey Hosking has emphasized that the ‘building of an
empire’ ‘impeded the formation of a [Russian] nation’ (Hosking 1998: xix).
‘For more than three centuries, [the Russian Empire’s] structures had been
those of a multi-ethnic service state, not those of an emerging nation’
(Hosking, 1998: 478). A ‘fractured and underdeveloped nationhood has
been [the Russians’] principle historical burden in the last two centuries
or so, continuing through the period of the Soviet Union and persisting
beyond its fall . . .’ (Hosking, 1998: xx). And Ronald Suny has noted:
‘Tsarism never created a nation within the whole empire or even a sense
of nation among the core Russian population . . .’ (Suny, 2001: 56). He
singled out the ‘Russian elites’ for failing ‘to articulate a clear idea of the
Russian nation, to elaborate an identity distinct from a religious
(Orthodox), imperial, state, or narrowly ethnic identity. Russia was
never equated with ethnic Russia; almost from the beginning it was
something larger, a multinational “Russian” state with vaguely conceived
commonalities – religion, perhaps, or loyalty to the tsar – but the debate
among intellectuals and state actors failed to develop a convincing, attrac-
tive notion of Russianness separate from the ethnic, on the one hand, and
the imperial state, on the other’ (Suny, 2001: 44). In a sense, recent schol-
arship reinforces what the former prime minister of the empire Sergei
Witte understood at the beginning of twentieth century: ‘The big mistake
of our decades-long policy is that we still today do not understand that
there hasn’t been a Russia from the time of Peter the Great and Catherine
the Great. There has been a Russian Empire’ (Suny, 2001: 55–56).

In accepting the axiom that there never has been a highly developed
‘national’ Russia, a Russian nation, or a Russian nation-state, this chapter
draws attention to the paradoxical practice, among Russian and non-
Russian scholars, to refer to a Russian ‘national’ culture – as if this was a
self-evident category. The problem is not with the possibility of a
Russian ‘national’ culture, but the straightforward equating of imperial
cultural processes with Russia’s ‘national’ ones. In other words, despite
the acknowledgement of an empire, scholars never consciously recognize
an ‘imperial culture’ and everything that such a notion implies. 
N. V. Riasanovsky, for example, has written: ‘until now [1991] Russia never
had a national stage in its history.’ His admission, however, is followed by
the declaration that Russia has had a national culture: ‘I repeat, there
were national literature, music, architecture, and thinkers, but the gov-
ernment and the state, as well as the bulk of the population, still belonged
to the old world, not to modern nationalism’ (Riasanovsky, 1991: 12).
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Riasanovsky does not define ‘national’ but the instances of culture he
enumerates are obviously not drawn from the ‘people,’ i.e. Great Russian
folkways, peasant culture or byt. He clearly has in mind manifestations
of ‘high’ culture, which typically – and this is a crucial point – was the
product of the imperial multiethnic elite (among whom non-Russians,
e.g. Ukrainians, were quite prominent). In light of this group’s multi-
ethnic/multinational character, the concept of a specifically ‘national’
and ‘Russian’ culture (as opposed to an ‘imperial’ one) seems, at mini-
mum, to require some explanation. After all, in setting up what appears
to be a distinction between a ‘non-national’ state and ‘national’ culture,
Riasanovsky leaves unexplained how the multinational empire – one
without ‘a national stage in its history,’ a state that ‘impeded the forma-
tion of a [Russian] nation,’ and led to ‘fractured and underdeveloped
nationhood’ – attained an expressly national literature, music, architec-
ture, and thinkers. How is it that national culture escaped the debilitating
imperial condition that affected other aspects of Russian national life?
Did a ‘multi-ethnic service state’ really create a mono-ethnic Russian
national culture? These questions require answers if we are to have a
truer picture of how ‘national cultures’ were formed under conditions of
empire or understand why major imperial figures in literature and art
remain objects of contestation, especially in Ukrainian–Russian relations.
Therefore in the pages that follow I will outline a theory of ‘imperial 
culture’ and attempt a pragmatic application of its premises, by using
Nikolai Gogol’ (Mykola Hohol’) as a case study.

The idea of a ‘Russian national culture’ has become so de-historicized
and naturalized through overuse and lack of serious reflection that schol-
ars make no effort to explain the relationship between the imperial and
national categories, although they often pretend to distinguish the two. In
fact, as in Riasanovsky’s case, scholarship perfunctorily slips into a national
form of narration, as if culture in the empire was inherently ‘national’ –
which, if true, would necessarily make the empire itself ‘cultureless.’
Observe that when Riasanovsky separates ‘national literature, music, archi-
tecture, and thinkers’ from the ‘non-national’ (‘old world’) government,
state and population, he brings into existence, as if by magic, a highly
developed – but sociologically unmotivated – entity: ‘national Russian cul-
ture.’ It is as if the category of culture is the only thing in the empire that
belongs to ‘modern nationalism,’ as he puts it. The pursuit of a ‘national’
culture by Great Russians (and others) in the imperial state is made to
appear as if it was actually taking place in Russian (national) culture.1

As a result, for all the talk of Russia’s national underdevelopment, the
discourse on culture actually keeps telling us something diametrically



opposite, namely, that Russia, by definition, was always highly developed
nationally. As one line of reasoning states that Russia is nationally imma-
ture because of the empire, another takes, strictly speaking, imperial 
(or, more broadly, East Slavic phenomena) and touts them as signs of
Russian ‘national’ maturity. D.S. Mirsky’s celebrated history of Russian
literature illustrates this point. His work begins with the ‘Literature of
Old Russia [sic]’ (i.e. Kyivan Rus’), embraces ‘all of the west of Russia [sic]
(White Russia, Galicia, and Ukraine)’ and then marches on seamlessly into
the late 19th century (Mirsky, 1927: 44). In the year 2005, Riasanovsky
managed to do something quite similar while searching for ‘Russian
identities’ (Riasanovsky, 2005), which too take their origin in ‘Kievan
Russia,’ albeit somewhat more tentatively.2 Thus, although we are dealing
with periods of history when ostensibly all East Slavic national categories
are in their formative stages, only ‘Russia,’ incongruously, is given ‘national’
recognition as the first Slavic state and culture. Through a terminological
slight of hand (e.g. conflating ‘Kievan Russia,’ i.e. Rus’, with ‘Russia’), other
East Slavic identities and ethnicities appear either culturally irrelevant or at
best emergent from the ‘Russian’ nationality.3 Ukrainians and Belarusans
are effectively elided (even in a proto-national sense) as discrete cultural
actors and their activities (or activities on their territories) are subordi-
nated to the primacy of a ‘Russian’ national narrative and framed in terms
of ‘Russianness.’ The problem, then, to reiterate, is not with the actual
notion of Russian ‘national’ culture (whose existence can hardly be denied),
but with the fact that, as an analytic category, it appropriates, rather
indiscriminately, all East Slavic processes, thereby becoming virtually
meaningless for differentiating nationality and identity. Under this sce-
nario everything is first ‘Russian’ rather than ‘East Slavic’ or ‘imperial.’

In proposing the expression ‘imperial culture,’ I contend that the word
‘Russian’ obfuscates the multiethnic dynamics of the empire, implying a
mono-cultural, homogeneous culture.4 ‘Russian’ is a poor tool, in my
view, for discriminating cultural processes and actors. ‘Russian’ signifies
too many things, i.e. Rus’, an imperial state, a particular nationality
(Great Russians) and, often, all the other non-Russian East Slavic sub-
jects of the empire (i.e. ‘Little’ and ‘White’ Russians). The term, in short,
is impractical and misleading for discussing national cultural problems in
the empire. Questions of how literature and the arts in this state
acquired national markers, how national canons come to be defined,
what is the nationality of particular writers or artists, and to whom
imperial cultural capital reasonably belongs (or how it must be shared)
can only be answered if we first commit – conceptually and terminolog-
ically – to the empire’s cultural diversity and endeavor to keep that
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diversity in play during the course of analysis. ‘Imperial culture’ there-
fore is useful for it accentuates national ambiguity and the contested
nature of cultural activity among the eastern Slavs. It serves to differen-
tiate more clearly Russian national self-representations (in the empire)
from broader, resistive and alternative views of culture, like those of
Ukrainians. The imperial perspective actually exposes an unusual syn-
drome of Russian national formation, which receives little attention: the
tendency to deny or mitigate the historical, social and ethnic diversity
of the empire’s East Slavic heartland. ‘Imperial culture’ treats this ten-
dency as a symptom of Russian national construction but denies it the
epistemological and empirical role that the scholarship of a Mirsky
bestows on it. Such scholars serve up ‘Russianness’ as the ‘natural’ status
of much of East Slavic and Imperial Culture, rather than admit it as a fig-
ment of the Russian national imagination.5 Analytically, therefore, it
makes a significant difference whether the object of our investigation is
defined as ‘Imperial (State) Culture’ or a ‘Russian (National) Culture.’
The new definition allows for the exploration of multiple East Slavic
‘national’ cultures (including the Russian) in relationship to each other
and to a supranational entity. To be sure, we may need to concede that
for many Russians (or any person who shares the old imperial statist
identity) this type of differentiation between an imperial and a national
culture might appear as an entirely artificial dichotomy given that, psy-
chologically, the two are often perceived as one. Nevertheless, this
Russian self-perception (a consequence of empire) needs to be historicized
in the context of the imperial hybrid culture not within Russian self-
representations. The first course of action therefore is to recognize the
empire as an independent multiethnic cultural category and distance it
from the Russian national category. But, as our brief survey below will
illustrate, few scholars – abroad or in Russia – have attempted to do this.

Geoffrey Hosking, like Riasanovsky, works with imperial and national
categories when examining identity and culture. In his Russia: People
and Empire he establishes a division between a multiethnic state (empire)
and ‘the People’ – the latter a rather vague concept but, generally, it
seems, referring to Great Russians, the carriers of the ‘national’ category.
Hosking, again like Riasanovsky, singles out high culture – specifically
literature – as a ‘“nation-builder”’ (cf. Hosking, 1998: 286). Among sev-
eral instances of literary high culture, Hosking cites Gogol’s Taras Bul’ba,
which he characterizes in these words: ‘a romantic portrait of the alter-
native Russian ethnos [sic], the Cossacks of the Ukrainian frontier, in
their unceasing struggle against the Tatars and Poles’ (Hosking, 1998:
297, emphasis added). It is hard to know what Hosking means exactly
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by ‘alternative Russian ethnos,’ but it would appear that Ukrainians are
made available as stand-ins for Russians and Russianness (Gogol’s use of
national and imperial terms in this novel is complex and cannot be
analysed here). What is surprising is that ‘Russian’ nation- and culture-
building by a Ukrainian – and on the basis of quintessentially Ukrainian
historical experiences – is not flagged as something odd given that a
specifically ‘Russian’ nationality is at stake. The difficulty is exacerbated
when Hosking places Gogol’ on the same ‘national’ plane as Pushkin,
Dostoyevsky, and Tolstoy. Gogol’s Ukrainian ‘difference’ is ignored and
fails to problematize Russian ‘national’ culture. While Hosking calls Russia
a ‘cosmopolitan imperial project’ (Hosking 1998: 479), the multiethnic
features of high culture do not receive separate examination, disappear-
ing under a mono-ethnic ‘Russian’ conceit.

It is especially interesting that the incorporation of Ukrainians into a
‘Russian’ identity is not taken by Hosking as evidence of the very national
‘underdevelopment’ that is the leitmotif of his book; on the contrary,
this fact is presented as a step on the road to Russian ‘national’ maturation.
Ukraine, it appears, is not an imperial (foreign) element that impedes
the construction of a Russian nation; it is an actual form of the ‘Russian
ethnos’ itself. Since the origins of such ‘Russian national’ beliefs are not
explored, they in effect become myths that construct Hosking’s schol-
arly analysis. There is no sense here that, perhaps, the very presence of
Ukraine as an element of ‘Russian’ identity complicated the establish-
ment of the latter as a coherent ‘nationality.’ The hybridity of the
Ukrainian–Russian culture to which Hosking alludes – but never con-
sciously articulates – is disabled as a problematic from the very start in
favor of a Russian ‘national’ approach.

In 1981 (that is, still under de facto imperial conditions), on the occa-
sion of the 1500 anniversary of Kyiv, Dmitrii Likhachev spoke of ‘Russia
and the Ukraine’ forming ‘not only a political, but also a culturally dual-
istic unity.’ ‘Russian culture,’ he said, ‘is meaningless without Ukrainian,
as Ukrainian is without Russian (Likhachev 1991: 74).’ ‘Russian culture of
the seventeenth century would have been impossible without the Ukraine,
without Kiev . . .’ (Likhachev, 1991: 75), adding: ‘the history of Russian
painting’ and poetry are inconceivable without Ukrainians. Likhachev,
better than most scholars, was able to distinguish Ukrainians and Russians,
a northern and southern Rus’, a ‘Rus’ian’ culture and Russian

one (cf. Likhachev, 1999). But even he re-inscribes these dif-
ferences into a ‘Russian’ category (e.g., the institution called ‘Russian
painting’). He does not recognize an empire for cultural purposes: his
‘Russia’ is a millennial national culture, congruent with east
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Slavic territory. Likhachev’s November 1990 lecture (Likhachev, 1990) at
Columbia University was, characteristically, entitled ‘The National Nature
of Russian History,’ and expressed a point of view that closely paralleled
the ideas in his English-language Reflections on Russia (Rozdum’ia o Rossii
[1999]). For Russians, therefore, neither geography (Kyiv) nor ethnic ori-
gins (Gogol’) are an obstacle to ‘nationalizing’ the culture of the
empire’s Slavic heartland. Difference (even when admitted, as in
Likhachev’s case) is nearly always overridden by a ‘Russian’ rhetoric of
unity and uniformity. For Likhachev, Russia represented an ‘incredible
variety and yet some kind of higher unity. All Russian. Even after divi-
sion into three eastern Slavic peoples . . .’ (Likhachev, 1991: 160).

‘Russian’ culture in short is always ‘all-Russian’ in the sense widely
used in the nineteenth and early twentieth century, and famously
defended by people like Struve and Trubetzkoy (Ilnytzkyj, 2003). But in
more recent times the all-Russian perspective has lost not only its crucial
qualifying prefix but also memory of its multi-ethic composition. The
absence of the prefix ‘all-’ does not change its essence, however; it sim-
ply elides the history of its formation. What is currently known and
experienced as ‘Russian’ national culture rests on preserving this historical
amnesia, i.e. forgetting the agency of empire and its ‘all-Russian’ ideology.
Dmitrii Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii was still able to describe Gogol’ as an ‘all-
Russian’ (on “ne maloross, a obshcheruss”; Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii, 1910: 148):
‘The great all-Russian poet-artist, one of the founders of all-Russian liter-
ature [OSI], Gogol’, naturally, was an all-Russian. But he was an all-Russian
on a Ukrainian foundation” (na malorusskoi osnovie; Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii,
1910: 151). His advice that ‘the all-Russian national form [nastional’na
forma], as a psychological phenomenon, should not be considered a
variant of the Great Russian (Ovsianiko-Kulikovskii, 1910: 152)’ seems to
have fallen largely on deaf ears. Equally ineffective has been N. Piksanov,
who in the early 1930s, argued that Gogol’ is properly understood only as
a ‘Ukrainian–Russian’ writer (Piksanov, 1933: 47). Since then, cultural dis-
course normally ignores the ambiguities and hybridity of the empire and
looks at culture as a homogenous ‘Russian’ national space.

Donald Fanger, who has written one of the best books on Gogol’ in
recent times, correctly pointed out that in the 1820s and 1830s Russian
literature was in its early formative stages, awash with complaints that it
was infantile, poor, and insignificant (Fanger 1979, pp. 24–26). ‘Put most
simply, what observers missed [in Russian literature] was a collective
national voice’ (Fanger, 1979: 27), he writes. ‘So long as journals [. . .] had
to rely willy-nilly on translations or on native works that were clearly
derivative and inferior, there could be no visible basis for cultural pride

58 Ukraine, the EU and Russia



or sense of national[OSI] identity that went beyond the formal, governmen-
tal [OSI] one. And the voice that educated Russians were listening for had
little to do with official nationality (national’nost’); it would rather be the
organic expression of intrinsic nationality (narodnost’) – a quality deemed
to be outwardly expressible only through art, and through the art of the
word first of all’ (Fanger 1979: 27). Here, once again, we have a demar-
cation between the state and national culture: the former is false; the latter
is national, organic, intrinsic. Unfortunately, there is no real sense in
Fanger’s book of a multi-ethnic imperial process. The so-called ‘educated
Russians’ and the ‘collective national voice’ are never explicitly recognized
as nationally heterogeneous, while the implicit message is that they are
organically ‘Russian.’ From the onset therefore this position precludes
investigating Ukrainian–Russian differences – or their symbiosis for the
purposes of an imperial identity/culture. In Fanger’s portrayal, the literary
institution is only just coming into existence, it is only just displaying its
future national potential – but it is, nevertheless, already ‘Russian’ not
‘all-Russian.’ In a word, there is little sense that the process leading up to
Russia’s national awakening was nationally contingent, and that the
‘nationality’ of the culture being formed through the institution of ‘lit-
erature’ was to a large degree hybrid, i.e. imperial. But as another author
reminds us: ‘Evenings on a Farm near Dikan’ka provoked vehement
responses [. . .] because it engaged a pressing question in the intellectual
life of the era: how to define the Russian national character. Though it may
seem odd from our vantage point, Ukraine played a central role in debates
on this topic’ (Moeller-Sally, 2002: 20). I would append: ‘Odd from our
vantage point’ only because today we treat the uncertainty of Russianness
in the nineteenth century as if it was already a fully-fledged nationality and
recognize no cultural actors except the ‘Russian.’ These examples show
that there is almost no attempt to reinstate into the debate and analysis
the differences between Ukraine and Great Russia that existed, much less
bring into consciousness the fact that the imperial process was set up to
erase those differences in the name of ‘the Russian national character.’

In 1999 Boris Gasparov declared: ‘It would be futile to characterize
Gogol as an ardent Ukrainian patriot, a champion of its land and 
people . . .’ (Gasparov, 1999: 115–16). Gogol’ ‘always wanted to write about
Little Russia in Russian, for the moral benefit of the Russian society and state’
(Gasparov, 1999: 114–15; emphasis added). Indeed, if we judge the first
sentence by modern notions of Ukrainian patriotism and identity, and use
modern cultural criteria, then Gasparov’s statement can be taken as gener-
ally true. Gogol’, to be sure, does not live up to more modern ideas of
‘Ukrainian-ness’ and has been faulted (even by Ukrainians) for not being
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patriotic enough. However, if we were to judge not by modern norms but
by the standards of Gogol’s time, i.e. by the standards of Ukrainian and
Russian national identity in the 1830s–1840s, then, using Gogol’s own
stories and correspondence as proof, Gasparov’s statement can easily be
proven anachronistic and wrong. Just how many Great Russians expressed
the type of sentiments about Great Russia or the empire that Gogol’
expressed about his Little Russia? There is no question that Gogol’, as a
Ukrainian, was about as patriotic and self-consciously Ukrainian as one
can reasonably expect for that time – and it is unreasonable to require from
him a higher standard of national consciousness than exhibited by the
average Great Russian intellectual.

As for writing ‘for the moral benefit of the Russian society and state’
much rides on what Gasparov means by ‘Russian’ in this phrase. If
‘Russian’ refers to the ‘empire’ (as opposed to Great Russia), then Gasparov
is correct that Gogol’, as a subject of the empire, wanted to write for
‘Russian society,’ which, of course, included Ukrainians as well as Great
Russians. Logically, that would make Gogol’ a patriot of his own people
and the empire, a fairly common – and not mutually exclusive – position
for most Ukrainians to take in the first half of the nineteenth century.
The weakness of Gasparov’s position is that he does not see Gogol’ as ‘a
subject of the empire’ but rather as a ‘Russian’ in the national sense. We
are asked to accept that Gogol’ was ‘nationally’ ineffective (unpatriotic)
as a Ukrainian because he failed to write in Ukrainian, that he ‘betrayed’
his nationality in favor of another, the Russian. Not only does this essen-
tialize nationality to an extreme (rather than recognizing its fluidity), but
it also creates a false binary national opposition (Ukraine vs. Russia) that
leaves out the mediating role of a third element, the empire. Once, we
admit three elements into the Gogol’ equation – Ukraine, Great Russia and
the Empire – we can see that Gasparov’s ‘Russia’ is a vague notion that
occupies ‘national’ and ‘imperial’ ground, without consciously articulating
the differences between them. I think, however, it is important to stress the
dissimilarity among the three elements, and point out that Gogol’ never
had to choose between Ukraine and Great Russia because the empire rep-
resented (at least for the time being) a viable middle ground for Ukrainians.
Gogol’ and most of his contemporaries were not concerned with Great
Russia per se but the imperial space, the site of ‘high culture’ – a domain
that ‘belonged,’ so to speak, to them as multi-ethnic intellectuals. As we
know, Gogol’ always distinguished very clearly between Great Russia and
Ukraine, while at the same time being committed to Russia-the-Empire, i.e.
the state shared mutually by Little Russians and Great Russians. As befit-
ting an ‘imperial’ writer, Gogol’ had a sense of the ‘all-Russian society,’
something that a reading of his works easily reveals.



But what about Gogol’s Russian language? In my view, this is a com-
pletely irrelevant point since this language was not an exclusive marker
of (Russian) nationality. The Russian language was in Gogol’s time the
‘native’ language of Ukrainian educated society and the lingua franca of
the empire. Its use says something about Gogol’ as a member of the
Ukrainian gentry but very little about the deficiency of his Ukrainian
patriotism, which was simply not measured by linguistic criteria during
his lifetime (even Taras Shevchenko wrote his stories and diary in
Russian). To bolster the idea that Gogol’ moved away from Ukraine to
Russia, Gasparov (Gasparov, 1999: 115, note 5) cites Gogol’s negative
attitude toward the idea of creating a ‘high’ Ukrainian-language litera-
ture as foreshadowed by Shevchenko’s poetry (Gasparov refers to an
episode, from 1851, recorded by G. Danilevskii [H. Danylevs’kyi in
Ukrainian]). Gogol’ expressed himself in favor of writing in Russian,
which Gasparov interprets to mean that he ‘cast himself into’ the role of
a writer, ‘as a Russian [sic], not as a Ukrainian’ (Gasparov, 1999: 114). 
But there are some interesting nuances to Gogol’s statement that
Gasparov overlooks. First, Gasparov does not mention that Gogol’ also
wanted other Slavic ‘tribes,’ besides Ukrainians, to use Russian.
Secondly, it is worth emphasizing that Gogol’ takes this position, as a
self-conscious Ukrainian. Here are his words:
(Gogol’s Ukrainian interlocutor), 

[sic] k
BceX ,

[note the enumeration of nationalities and terminology]
– , 

BceX A

(Veresaev, 1990: 528).6 Thus, months before his death,
Gogol’ maintains his perennially clear-cut national differentiations,
especially between Ukrainians and Russians, and squarely identifies
himself as a Ukrainian, favoring a common literary language and insti-
tution for a variety of Slavs. This is not a transgression against his
nationality, not a sign of ‘Russianness’ but evidence of a very common
form of imperial self-identification, confirmation of the slow transition
elite Ukrainian society was making to a vernacular literary medium.
Gogol’ was expressing an opinion on a completely new direction for
educated Ukrainians and in his typically conservative fashion stuck to a
traditional Ukrainian approach, i.e. the Russian language. Gogol’s decision
is taken as a Ukrainian (nam malorossam) and the establishment of the
imperial literary institution is conceived as a joint Ukrainian–Russian
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enterprise. That Gogol’ advocated a similar Russian orientation for
Czechs and Serbs suggests that he was not specifically against the
Ukrainian language, which he knew and loved (especially in folksongs)
but that this was a position that derived from his Slavophile tendencies,
so characteristic of his friend, S.T. Aksakov. In short, this episode exem-
plifies a typically imperial situation, that takes place under conditions of
Russian and Ukrainian ‘national’ underdevelopment. To nationalize it
in ‘Russian’ terms means not only to remove the differences with which
this incident literally brims but also to essentialize ‘Russianness.’

These examples from Gogol’ serve as shorthand and as a shortcut to
illustrate the complexity of imperial culture and the simplifications that
result when everything acquires the aura of ‘Russianness.’ If Gogol’ is
emblematic of Ukrainian cultural life in the empire, then such names as
Skovoroda, Kostomarov and Potebnia further hint at the scope of the
problem. Likhachev’s statements, quoted above, in which he enumer-
ates other Ukrainian figures, are also evocative of the Ukrainian cultural
role in the empire. The rub, of course, is to recognize a culture of the
empire, rather than to bill the process as a Russian national one – and
thus eliminate Ukrainians as distinct cultural actors.

One concept, by which Ukrainians are understood to be lost to
Ukrainian culture, and become a net gain for Russian ‘national’ activity,
is through the idea of ‘Russification.’ ‘Imperial culture,’ it might be said
in response to my argument, is not a true category because Ukrainians,
for cultural purposes, were completely Russified. Hosking seems to oper-
ate on such an assumption when he writes: ‘During the late eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, the Ukrainian rural elites became to all
intents and purposes Russian . . . . In so far as a separate Ukrainian 
identity lingered, it was among scholars and professional people inter-
ested in literature, folklore and antiquities’ (Hosking, 1998: 27). Gogol’
himself, Hosking says, ‘abandoned Ukraine’ (Hosking 1998: 297). I
believe that there are a number of conceptual and factual problems in
such a formulation, even if we accept that some form of assimilation
was taking place.

First, the notion that Gogol’ ‘abandoned’ Ukraine is an old canard,
necessary for establishing the fiction of an autonomous and monolithic
‘Russian’ national culture instead of wrestling with the problem of a
nationally ambivalent sociocultural space where, aside from Russians,
others were also present, and had identity and consciousness.7 Second,
the social class to which Gogol’ belonged was one that not only had a
‘lingering’ Ukrainian identity but was actively developing one (cf.
Barabash, 1995). Gogol’ himself was much more than the chronicler of
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a disappearing Ukrainian world; he became a catalyst for its revival. His
class, like he himself, was not limited to the rural areas of Ukraine, but
occupied top positions in the capitals of the empire, where their
Ukrainian publishing activities gave shape and content to the imperial
process. More importantly, if one is to accentuate the weakness of a ‘sep-
arate Ukrainian identity,’ or speak of its Russification, then one must at
the same time explain what it means to become ‘to all intents and pur-
poses Russian’ in this period. After all, the premise of Hosking’s book is
that Russian identity was ‘blighted’ (Hosking, xx) ‘gravely impaired’
(xxi). Being or even becoming ‘Russian’ was therefore as problematic as
being or becoming ‘Ukrainian.’ ‘Russianness’ was (and is) a constantly
moving, often elusive, target. Hence ‘Russification” must remain a
highly qualified concept in an environment where the Russian national
identity was itself underdeveloped.

During the historical moment considered by Hosking, the Ukrainian
cultural elites were indeed assimilated – but not to the weak Great
Russian nation but to the hyper-developed imperial (state) practices and
institutions, which bore few ‘national’ characteristics. In other words, if
Ukrainians were becoming ‘Russians,’ it was not in the ‘national’ sense
but the ‘imperial,’ which also left a lot of room to indulge their
Ukrainian interests. The notion that Ukrainians disappear from the cul-
tural scene by being Russified, and that ‘Russians’ then occupy the
ground of imperial culture exclusively simply ignores that these two
elites coexisted and were connected with the very ‘lateral’ ties that
Hosking (using Anthony Smith) sees between ‘Russian intellectuals’ and
‘the West.’8 Thus, in terms of ‘national’ consciousness, the difference
between the Ukrainian elite and the Russian were minimal: both were
‘Russified,’ i.e. imperialized, one as Little Russians, the other as ‘All-
Russians.’ After all, the assimilation of Ukrainians and the Ukrainian ter-
ritories into the Great Russian psyche as ‘Russian’ was a function of
imperial processes. But no matter Law close the Ukrainians and Great
Russians were to each other on the imperial level their ‘foreignness’ to
each other on the ‘national’ level always remained a factor. (Let us recall
that Gogol’s friends and contemporaries never forgot for a moment that
he was a ‘Little Russian’). By and large, Ukrainians and Russians gravitated
‘vertically’ to their respective peoples when it came to finding subject
matters for their academic and/or artistic endeavors that circulated in
the metropole. The assimilation of Ukrainians and the Ukrainian terri-
tories into the Great Russian psyche as ‘Russian’ was a product of impe-
rial rule. It is worth emphasizing that Ukrainians in the empire never
suffered wholesale cultural amnesia or a loss of distinctiveness even
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when their integration into the empire reached its zenith. As David
Saunders (1985) pointed out, the Ukrainian cultural ‘impact’ on the
empire – he, unfortunately, uses the vague term ‘Russian culture’ – was
profound. In short, the empire was inhabited not only by ‘Russified’
Ukrainians but also ‘Ukrainianized’ Russians, i.e. persons who internalized
Ukraine as part of their personal/cultural identity. While this internal-
ization did not wipe out Ukrainian distinctiveness as such, it explains
why so often in the discourse and psychology of imperially minded peo-
ples, Ukraine has no individuality.

The emphasis on ‘Russification,’ in other words, tends to obscure the
equally important close collaborative relationship between Ukrainian
and Russian elites. Emphasis needs to be placed on their mutual accul-
turation rather than simple Ukrainian assimilation. By being too quick
to Russify Ukrainians and eliminate them as independent agents in the
empire, the established model of scholarship denies the plurality of the
past in favour of a singular Russianness. Only by giving the Ukrainian
elites distinct recognition as active agents in an imperial process (instead
of absorbing them as flawless ‘Russians’ into a ‘Russian culture’) will the
hybrid complexity of the culture that the empire created become clear.

Conclusions

The concept of ‘imperial culture’ provides a context and vantage point
for examining the opposing claims to the ‘high’ culture of the empire by
Russian and Ukrainian ‘national’ discourses – and for dealing with such
questions as canon formation and national attribution of literary and
artistic artifacts and figures. I define ‘imperial culture’ as a hybrid or 
‘all-Russian’ formation, which relied on Ukrainian participation and
subordination. Without Ukraine the imperial culture, given its primary
roots among the east Slavs, could not have existed. This Ukrainian ele-
ment, however, was only useful to the empire if it could be re-imagined
as ‘Russian’ either in cultural or political terms. As an independent
‘Ukrainian’ entity, it represented an alien threat to the ‘nationalization’
of the empire along pan-East Slavic lines. In addition, I have argued that,
notwithstanding the fact that some subjects of the former empire did
indeed experience ‘imperial culture’ as something ‘nationally’ ‘Russian,’
scholarship needs a concept like ‘imperial culture’ to avoid canonizing
in scholarly discourse this one particular experience as the ‘natural’ sta-
tus of this part of the world.

‘Imperial culture’ manifested itself first and foremost in the empire’s
cosmopolitan capitals and through its cultural institutions (‘Literature,’
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‘Press,’ etc.). By definition ‘imperial culture’ was elitist, i.e. created and
sustained by the empire’s educated multi-ethnic classes (at first the clergy,
then the imperial court, gentry and nobility; still later, secular intellec-
tuals). These elites socialized and had a common lingua franca (Church
Slavonic, later Russian). The cultural actors, who came from the periphery
to the center to practice their arts and make careers, were not so much
‘Russified’ as ‘imperialized,’ combining loyalty to the state with their
regional ethnic interests, even patriotism. Conversely, the center fre-
quently internalized the periphery, developing a hybridized ‘all-Russian’
identity. In short, instead of assuming that Ukrainians simply ‘assimilated’
and became permanent Russians (‘Great Russians’?), the notion of an
‘imperial culture’ allows us to see these two peoples in an extended rela-
tionship of mutual acculturation and hybridity.

It follows that the cultural products and actors of this imperial sphere
were frequently ‘nationally’ indeterminate, functioning equally well in dif-
ferent ethnic contexts. This emphasis on ambiguity applies especially to
Russian-language works produced by Ukrainians, because while these were
accessible for Russian-national construction, they were not strictly speaking
‘Great Russian’ but ‘imperial’ artifacts – and therefore open to different and
multiple national interpretations and canonizations. The imperial model
avoids essentializing Russians and Ukrainians, but recognizes the incon-
trovertibly differences between them that already existed in the empire.
If currently a lot of ‘high’ cultural capital accrues almost automatically
to ‘Russian’ national interests, the ‘imperial’ perspective makes such cat-
egorical and one-sided constructions suspect and subject to revisions.

As we saw above, the tendency to eliminate Ukrainians as a discrete
cultural producers in the empire is explained in part by the dubious idea
that a section of Ukrainian society (e.g. Gogol’ and those like him) became
unproblematically Russian – and in part by the idea that the only true
Ukrainians are those who were not ‘Russified,’ namely, used the
Ukrainian language. This approach artificially divides Ukrainian society
into two national parts, with the ‘imperial’ (Russian-speaking) branch
being appropriated for Russian national use. The notion that the
Ukrainian- and Russian-speaking parts of Ukrainian society represent a
legitimate whole in the empire is not something that is readily accepted
by those (cf. Gasparov above) who would model culture in strict binary
(Russian–Ukrainian) terms. However, if we accept the concept of an
‘imperial culture,’ the Russian–Ukrainian relationship acquires a much
more complex and nuanced profile because the two nations are explicitly
made subject to a third power, the empire, i.e. a middle ground of shared
experiences, overlapping identities and mixed loyalties. Ukrainian ‘Little
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Russianness’ and Russian ‘All-Russianness’ can now be seen for what
they were: complementary syndromes, transitional forms of identity and
cultural practices; both were accommodations with the empire. The dif-
ference between them, however, is that Ukrainian identity for more
than a century has been weaning itself from ‘Little Russianness,’ gradually
turning that mode from a form of accommodation to a form self-critique,
and finally into an negative epithet symbolizing national underdevelop-
ment, which is understood as an over-reliance on the empire. There is still
no equivalent sense, however, among Great Russians – or others who iden-
tify with ‘imperial culture’ – of being ‘nationally underdeveloped’ when
they cling to the ‘all-Russian’ mindset, and refuse to make conscious the
history of its construction. Rather than differentiating the Great Russian
from the Ukrainian and Belarusan, this mentality employs all kinds of sym-
bolic and pragmatic means to sustain the all-Russian unity, whose golden
age is set in pre-Mongol Rus’ (cf. Likhachev) and whose second coming
is imagined as a Russian state that governs all eastern Slavs. For such indi-
viduals, the imperial culture is not encountered as a supranational 
discursive site of shared social practices and values but as a genuinely
‘all-Russian’ national field that needs to be guarded against ‘Ukrainian’
encroachment. Not surprisingly, Russia’s contemporary identity crisis
stems in large measure from Ukraine’s independence. The crisis is funda-
mentally about why the Ukrainian element is no longer part of ‘Russia.’

Central to the concept of ‘imperial culture’ is the fact of Russia’s national
underdevelopment as well as the incipient character of all national cat-
egories in the empire. Although shared cultural practices and values typ-
ified the empire, new national trends ultimately undermined its stability
and viability. At various junctures of history, the empire entered into a
struggle with the national element (the Russian as well as the Ukrainian)
in order to preserve its own hegemony in the area of high culture, which
it understood as indispensable for social and political control.

In promoting the concept of imperial culture, I wish to stress that the
empire mediated the birth and development of the two proto-national
categories in question. The expression ‘imperial’ should be seen as a
neutral descriptive term used to convey something akin to the word
‘British’ – namely, a political unity that also admits national/ethnic dif-
ference. For cultural analysis, ‘imperial culture’ should be the preferred
term since ‘Russian’ (like ‘English’ in the British context) is incapable of
conveying the underlying cultural heterogeneity of empire since it
always tends to connote a ‘national’ mode. ‘Imperial culture’ in short
identifies a multiethnic cultural space, without confusing it with one of
the two emergent ‘nationalizing’ projects that tore the state apart.
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Notes
1. Cf. Franklin, Simon, and Emma Widdis, National Identity in Russian Culture: An

Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004. See also the review
and discussion of this book: Oleh S. Ilnytzkyj, ‘A Thousand Years of
“Russianness”?’ Canadian Slavonic Papers/Revue canadienne des slavistes 47.1–2
(2005): 127–38; Charles J. Halperin, “Rus”, Russia and National Identity’,
Canadian Slavonic Papers/Revue canadienne des slavistes 48.1–2 (2006): 157–66;
Oleh S. Ilnytzkyj, ‘Reply to Charles J. Halperin (“Rus,” Russia and National
Identity),’ Canadian Slavonic Papers/Revue canadienne des slavistes 48.1–2
(2006): 167–72; Charles J. Halperin, ‘Reply to Oleh S. Ilnytzkyj (“Rus,” Russia
and National Identity),’ Canadian Slavonic Papers/Revue canadienne des slavistes
48.1–2 (2006): 173–4.

2. ‘Some specialists are too exclusive in their definition of Kievan Russia, which
they prefer to regard as strictly Ukrainian. To be sure, Kiev is located in
Ukraine, and, much more broadly speaking, Kievan Russia deserves full con-
sideration as a very impressive initial period of the rather fragmented and
tragic Ukrainian history. But not only Ukrainian. The Kievan state encom-
passed the ancestors of the Russians (more precisely, Great Russians) and of
the Belarus as well as of the Ukrainians” (Riasanovsky, 2005: 21). On the next
page, he writes: ‘The Kievan state was the state of the East Slavs.’

3. Riasanovsky uses the term: the ‘Lithuanian–Russian’ state. He writes: ‘Former
Kievan lands came to be divided between only two political entities: Muscovy
and the Lithuanian, or Lithuanian-Russian, state’ (Riasanovsky 2005: 38).

4. Alexander Tsipko, a researcher at the Gorbachev Foundation in Moscow, has
written: ‘“Russian” is an adjective which denotes belonging to a particular cul-
ture, history and – what is more important – to a state, rather than to an eth-
nos. The present-day Russian language and the present-day Russian culture
present a product of the last 200 years, a product of the empire. Therefore, they
rightly belong by right to all the ethnic groups inhabiting it’ (Tsipko, 1994:
452). Tsipko characterizes ‘Russia’s culture and history’ as ‘supra-ethnic,’ and
asks those who would build a new culture and identity based on Russian eth-
nicity: ‘What shall we then make of the founder of modern Russian literature,
Nikolai Gogol’, who was a Ukrainian. . .’ (Tsipko, 1994: 453).

5. ‘The inherent tendency of a dominant discourse is to “go without saying.”
The dominant is the discourse whose presence is defined by the social impossi-
bility of its absence. Because of the implicit potential toward automatism, the
dominant is the discourse which, being everywhere, comes from nowhere: to
it is granted the structural privilege of appearing to be unaware of the very
question of its own legitimacy. Bourdieu calls this self-assured divorce from
consciousness of its own contingency “genesis amnesia.” And it is one of the
conditions of possibility of that assumption of (false) totalization by which
the dominant tends to efface anything which does not fall within its own
orbit or appear consonant with its own interests’ (Terdiman, 1985: 61).

6. For an English version, see Luckyj 1971: 125–6. Luckyj drops the reference to
Czechs and Serbs.

7. Hosking does not cite any sources, but this is a well-established tradition in
Gogol’ scholarship, which is reluctant to recognize any ‘Russian national’
ambivalence in the writer or in the cultural situation of his day. The evidence
for Gogol’s ‘abandonment’ is purportedly his switch to Russian themes and
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his move from Ukraine to St Petersburg. Piksanov (1933) has called tendencies
‘to silence’ Gogol’s connection to Ukraine ‘tipichnaia otryzhka zastareloi
russkoi literaturnoi velikoderzhavnosti’ (47). He also rejected the idea that
Gogol’s Ukrainian tales were a short-lived fad (44), arguing that ‘vsushchnosti
ukrainskie povesti takie zhe peterburgskie, kak i vse ostal’noe’ (45). For a
recent work that carefully analyzes Gogol’s relationship to Ukraine and
Ukrainian culture, see Barabash (1995).

8. The ‘foreign underpinnings’ of the “cultural construction” of Russian citizen-
ship,’ says Hoskins had more in common with Western elites than with ‘the
masses in [their] own native land’ (Hoskins, 290).
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70

Summary: The chapter examines the Ukrainian identity-in-the-making
as an aspect of the ‘Orange revolution’ and the resolute ‘European choice’
made by the majority of Ukrainians. The problem is traced to the 19th
century – the ‘Age of Nationalism,’ when two different options appeared
before Ukrainian national and territorial elites: either to embark on a
‘central-east European’ project of nation-building or to benefit from a
regional role in ‘Great Russian’ or later, Soviet East Slavonic empire-
building. Today the first option means the full integration of Ukraine into
Euro-Atlantic structures and, probably, a transformation of neighboring
Russia into a ‘normal’ European nation-state. The second option would
mean the revival of an ‘Eurasian’ empire hostile to western Europe. The
emergence of independent Ukraine in 1991 did not resolve the dilemma
since post communist rulers were happy to have inherited a divided,
ambivalent, disoriented society and to manipulate those divisions and
uncertainties with highly ambiguous national and international policies.
Nonetheless, the ‘Orange revolution’ can be interpreted as a ‘European’
response to a ‘Eurasian’ challenge; an attempt to promote the European
identity in Ukraine and to eliminate the remnants of an obsolete Soviet
identity.

*

‘Our Western orientation’

As early as 1918, a prominent Ukrainian historian Mykhailo Hrushevsky,
who then headed the short-lived Ukrainian People’s Republic, published a
cycle of political pamphlets under the characteristic title: ‘On the
Threshold of the New Ukraine.’ There, he tried to outline the basic 
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principles and parameters upon which the nascent Ukrainian state
should be built. He covered the army, culture, and government bureau-
cracy, as well as the various aspects of Ukraine’s international politics,
quintessentially defined in the title of one of his essays as ‘Our Western
Orientation’ (1991: 141–4).

As a professional historian, he could easily prove that, for centuries,
‘Ukraine had been living the same life with the West, experiencing the
same ideas and borrowing cultural models and resources for its own culture
building.’ Yet, he knew also that froms the end of the 18th century
Ukrainian western contacts ‘had weakened and declined under the pres-
sure of forceful russification of Ukrainian life; and Ukrainian life and cul-
ture had been drawn into a Russian, Greater Russian, period.’ As a result,

19th-century Ukraine was torn from the West, from Europe, and
turned to the North, pushed forcefully into the deadlock-grip of Great
Russian [imperial] culture and life. All Ukrainian life was uprooted
from its natural environment, from the historically and geographi-
cally determined way of development, and thrown onto Russian soil,
for destruction and pillage (Hrushevsky, 1991: 144).

‘Return to Europe,’ therefore, was seen by a leading Ukrainian nation-
builder as a return to the norm, a fixing of historical injustice and perver-
sion, a healing of a developmental pathology. Such a romantic approach
emerged naturally from modern Ukrainian nationalism which, from its
emergence in the first half of the 19th century, had to emphasize Ukraine’s
‘otherness’ vis-à-vis Russia (Riabchuk, 1996; Shulman, 2005). This
meant, in particular, that Ukrainian activists not just praised the alleged
Ukrainian ‘Europeanness’ as opposed to evil Russian ‘Asianness’; they
had to accept the whole set of European liberal-democratic values as
‘natural’ and ‘organic’ for Ukrainians (yet ‘unnatural’ for Russians).

Ukrainians built their claim to ‘Europeanness’ upon medieval and
early-modern rather than modern history:

The Kievan State combined a predominantly Eastern, Greek, Byzantine
religious and cultural tradition with a predominantly Western social
and political structure. . . . Political Byzantinism remained totally
alien to Kievan Rus. . . . In pre-Mongol Rus, as in the medieval West –
and in contrast to Byzantium and Moscow – political and ecclesiasti-
cal authority were not fused, but remained distinct, with each of the
two autonomous in its own sphere. A social system characterized by
contractual relations, a strong regard for the rights and the dignity of
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the individual, limitation of the power of the prince by a council of
boyars and a popular assembly, autonomous communal city life, ter-
ritorial decentralization of a quasi-federative nature – all this gave the
Kiev polity a distinct libertarian imprint. And this libertarian, essentially
European spirit also characterizes Ukrainian state organizations of
later epochs. The Galician–Volhynian state of the 13th and 14th cen-
turies evolved toward a feudal structure, and full-fledged feudalism,
including feudal parliamentarism, may be found in the Lithuanian-
Ruthenian state of the 14th through 16th centuries. The Cossack
State of 17th and 18th centuries possessed a system of estates
(Staendestaat). It was not a coincidence that in the 19th century, during
the epoch when Ukraine was politically assimilated to the Russian
Empire, all-Russian liberalism and constitutionalism found its strongest
support in the Ukrainian provinces of the Empire (Rudnytsky, 1987: 8).

Another historian, the Byzantologist Ihor Sevcenko, has also argued that
‘the West’s’ influence on parts of Ukrainian territory began before 1349,
acquired considerable intensity after 1569, and continued over the vast
expanse of Ukrainian lands until 1793. When we take into account the
impact of Polish elites in western Ukrainian lands and the right bank of
the Dnipro, this influence can be seen to have continued until 1918 or
even 1939.’ He admitted, however, that ‘this West was, for the most part,
clad in the Polish kontusz . . . and its principal cultural message in the
decisive turning point between the 16th and 17th centuries was carried
by the Polish variant of the Counter-Reformation’ (Sevcenko, 1996: 3–4, 6).

Sevcenko’s analysis had led him to what for many Ukrainians was an
unpleasant conclusion; namely, that as soon as ‘neo-Byzantinism, the
cultural mainstay of the tsardom of Moscow, lost out [and] the new Russian
Empire began to import its culture from the West on a large scale . . . it
was that empire that soon provided its Ukrainian dominions with Western
values.’ In sum, ‘an important general characteristic of Ukrainian cul-
tural contacts both with the ‘East’ and with the West [was] the lack
of direct access to original sources during long stretches of Ukrainian
history. Ukrainians received cultural values from abroad through inter-
mediaries. . . . The Ukrainian secondarity [sic] carried a certain weakness
with it’ (Sevcenko, 1996: 8).

This perhaps explains Hrushevsky’s phrase about the ‘deadlock grip of
Great Russian culture,’ into which Ukraine had been arguably pushed
since the 18th century. It was not a matter of Russian culture per se,
which had eventually become rather vibrant, attractive and hospitable
for many Ukrainian newcomers. It was a problem of ‘secondarity’ that
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became an unavoidable, inescapable fate of the stateless nation dispos-
sessed of its upper classes. Since then and until recently, Ukraine has been
ruled by a territorial rather than the national elite, and this important
fact determined its subsequent (under)development.

In 1918, however, neither Hrushevsky nor anyone else could have pre-
dicted that the Russian empire, in 10–15 years, would appear for many
Ukrainians as a lost paradise, and that the ‘entire Ukrainian life’ would be
exposed to further, and much crueler, destruction and pillage. It was only
in 1991 that independent Ukraine’s leaders recollected Hrushevsky’s
idea of the ‘return to Europe,’ and Hrushevsky himself returned into the
national pantheon of the founding fathers of the new-old nation.

Still, the ‘return to Europe,’ although proclaimed officially as Ukraine’s
major strategic goal, was neither completed during the first decade after
independence nor were any significant steps made in that direction until
the beginning of this century. Some blame Europe for not being inter-
ested in Ukraine’s ‘return’; some blame Russia for effectively obstructing
its efforts; some blame the Ukrainian leadership for paying lip-service
to the idea while doing nothing to accomplish it; and some blame the
Ukrainian people who, by and large, have not proven to be as ‘European’
as many Ukrainian intellectuals thought they were.

Each argument is serious enough to be considered separately, although
the national identity of the people (broadly understood) seems to be
the major factor that has determined the various trends of Ukrainian
(under)development.

Multiple identities

Ukraine’s first post-Soviet census of 2001 showed its population consisted
of ethnic Ukrainians (77.8 per cent versus 72.7 per cent in 1989) Russians
(17.3 per cent versus 22.1 per cent in 1989) and other nationalities (4.9 per
cent versus 5.1 per cent in 1989). It showed also that 85.2 per cent of
Ukrainians (66.3 per cent of the entire population) gave Ukrainian as their
‘native tongue’ while 14.8 per cent (11.5 per cent of the population) gave
their ‘native tongue’ as Russian. As for the Russians, nearly all of them (96
per cent) cited Russian as their ‘native tongue’ – understandable given
Ukraine’s centuries long subjection to Russification. Still, more than two-
thirds of Ukrainian citizens (67.5 per cent) claim their ‘native tongue’ to
be Ukrainian (2.8 per cent more than in 1989) while 29.6 per cent claim
their ‘native tongue’ to be Russian (3.2 per cent less than in 1989).1

In most of Ukraine’s cities, however, neither ‘ethnicity’ nor Ukrainian
(theoretically the ‘native tongue’ of two-thirds of the population) are of



much relevance to anyone, nor do many people actually use it in public
sphere. Sociologists, therefore, have embarked on more detailed research
to try and explain the reality.

First, in their surveys, they provided more options to account for people
with dual or situational identity. Thus, only 56 per cent of respondents
defined their identity as ‘Ukrainian only,’ 11 per cent defined it as ‘Russian
only,’ and nearly 27 per cent claimed they are both Ukrainian and Russian,
including 7.4 per cent ‘more Ukrainian than Russian,’ 14.3 per cent
‘equally Ukrainian and Russian,’ and 4.9 per cent ‘more Russian than
Ukrainian’ (Wilson, 2002: 32).

Secondly, sociologists abandoned the notion of ‘native tongue’ as emo-
tionally charged and methodologically incorrect. Instead, they now use
‘language of preference,’ that is, the language in which respondents prefer
to communicate. Thus, they found out that only 40–45 per cent of ethnic
Ukrainians prefer to communicate in Ukrainian, while 30–33 per cent
prefer Russian as their language of convenience. They also discovered that
60 per cent of Ukrainians were fluent in Russian and 33 per cent of Russians
were fluent in Ukrainian. This means that, in terms of language fluency,
Ukraine’s population consists of Ukrainian monolinguals (20 per cent)
Ukrainian bilinguals (52 per cent) Russian bilinguals (8 per cent) and
Russian monolinguals (14 per cent). Furthermore, in terms of language
quality, Ukraine’s population speaks more or less equally in standard
Ukrainian (40 per cent) and standard Russian (42 per cent) while the rest
(18 per cent) speak surzhyk – a mixture of both languages (Wilson, 2002: 34).

Thanks to more precise categories these recent sociological surveys
have shown that instead of an Ukrainian ethnic majority and Russian
minority, Ukraine’s people are divided into two more or less equal ethno–
linguistic groups that can be defined as Ukrainophones and Russophones.
Even so, subsequent attempts to conceptualize Ukrainian society in these
cultural–linguistic rather than ethnic terms proved to be unsuccessful
for two reasons. First, they ignored a third, and what is perhaps the
largest, ‘middle’ group of bilingual people (or, in the case of ‘surzhyk’ –
‘half-lingual’) who, by and large, have a mixed, vague, and fluid identity.
And second, cultural-linguistic criteria apparently overestimated the
significance of language for Ukrainian self-identification. Thus, accord-
ing to a 1998 nation-wide survey, only 3.9 per cent of respondents sup-
ported the view that the Ukrainian language made someone Ukrainian.
4.9 per cent pointed to a ‘consciousness of Ukraine’s separate history,’
22.7 per cent – to ‘Ukrainian ancestors,’ 17.3 per cent – to ‘citizenship,’ and
40.4 per cent – to ‘consciousness of oneself as a Ukrainian.’ 10.7 per cent
gave no clear answer (Wilson, 2002: 44). 
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This does not mean that only 3.9 per cent of Ukrainians care about
their language. On the contrary, according to 2000 survey, 94.7 per cent
of Ukrainian respondents and 83.4 per cent of ethnic Russians agreed that
their children/grandchildren should definitely learn Ukrainian (Aza, 2001:
532). What these figures do mean is that the majority of Ukrainians fully
recognize that russification has gone too far and that recovery needs time
and care. They highlight that Ukrainian self-awareness (not language-use)
is the hallmark of national identity and suggest only limited commitment
to cultural and linguistic revival.

The same survey revealed that only 31.5 per cent of respondents
agreed with the opinion that ‘Ukraine should, in the main, be a state of
the Ukrainian nation;’ 40.2 per cent opined that ‘Ukraine should, in the
main, be a state without ethnic designation;’ 18.4 per cent of respon-
dents took a middle ground between the two positions, and 9.8 per cent
failed to answer (Wilson, 2002: 45). One may define the first view as
‘Ukrainophile’ and the second as ‘Rusophile’ or, rather, ‘Sovietophile.’ In
any case, it should not be confused with commitment to a European
style ‘civic’ state since there are no civic traditions in the post-soviet
Ukraine. Instead there is much desire to preserve the post-colonial sta-
tus-quo. For many people, the notion of a ‘state without ethnic designa-
tion’ is little more than a direct, subconscious or conscious, reference to
the Soviet Union.

If this hypothesis is true, we should find many striking correlations
between the number of ‘committed Ukrainians’ (25–33 per cent) and
the number of people who, in March 1991, voted against Gorbachev’s
‘renewed federation;’ who that December supported not only Ukrainian
independence but also anti-communist, anti-soviet presidential candi-
dates; who supported Ukraine’s accession to NATO (23–25 per cent) and
opposed accession to the Russian–Belarusian union (23–26 per cent)
(Reznik, 2001: 242, 239); who were in favor of a multi-party system in
Ukraine (25–27 per cent) (Mykhalchenko, 2001: 153) and who, in March
2002, supported national–democratic parties in the parliamentary elec-
tions (23 per cent for Victor Yushchenko’s ‘Our Ukraine’ block and 7 per
cent for Julia Tymoshenko’s bloc). And, inversely, the number of ‘com-
mitted Soviets’ (33–45 per cent) both ‘hard’ and ‘soft,’ roughly coincides
with the number of people who support Ukraine’s putative union with
Russia and Belarus (40.8 per cent in 2000) and oppose Ukraine’s accession
to NATO (33.5 per cent); who deny the need for a multiparty system
(42–43 per cent) and who insist that Russian language become the second
official language (44 per cent) (Aza, 2001: 529). In practical terms, as the
Belarusian experience graphically confirms, the latter demand means
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little more than preservation of the postcolonial status- quo, that is the
continued dominance of Russian and marginalization of Ukrainian.

In a 2001 survey of popular attitudes in Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and
Moldova towards ‘European’ and/or ‘East Slavonic’ integration, the
authors learned that ‘nationality as such made little difference. . . . But
language use was important in Ukraine, where the greater the use of
Ukrainian in the home, the lower the level of support for a closer asso-
ciation with Russia and the other ex-Soviet republics’ (White et al., 2002:
196). They also confirmed that, in all four countries, there is a significant
correlation between the ‘European choice’ and pro-market parties on the
one hand, and the ‘Slavic choice’ and a communist vote on the other
(White, 2002: 195). The same correlation exists in Ukraine, Moldova
and Belarus (but, characteristically, not in Russia) between a ‘European
choice’ and ‘nationalists.’ The authors, however, explain this phenome-
non too simplistically. The pro-European position, they argue, ‘attracted
substantial support from nationalists’ because for them, presumably,
‘admission into the European Union was the most effective way of dis-
tancing themselves from the limited sovereignty that they had enjoyed
within the USSR.’ The more complex truth is that the ‘nationalists’ and
pro-market liberals in all these countries (except Russia) are largely the
same people, called not by chance ‘national democrats’ (Arel, 2005). For
many, but not all of them, the ‘nationalist’ agenda is just a part of a
more general project of political liberation and democratic reforms.

Again, in Ukraine, sociological surveys reveal a strong correlation
between the number of ‘committed Ukrainians’ ( ‘nationalists’) and sup-
porters of market reforms, on the one hand, and the number of ‘com-
mitted Soviets’ and ardent opponents of free market on the other. In a
2001 nation-wide survey, 26 per cent of respondents agreed that the
president’s most important feature had to be his commitment to democ-
racy and market reforms; 35 per cent suggested his primarily concern
had to be social justice and equality. 22 per cent failed to answer, and 15
per cent thought the president’s ‘capitalist/socialist’ orientation did not
matter and that he only had to be strong and have a bright personality.
Nearly the same number of people in this survey agreed that it is better to
have an economy with high consumer prices but no shortages and queues
(24 per cent) while 34 per cent stated out the opposite. Forty percent
remained undecided (Vorona and Shulha, 2001: 592, 571).

In a recent examination of the correlation between the strong
Ukrainian national identity, and adherence to democracy, market
reforms, and westernization, the author concluded that the crucial factor



was Ukrainians’ self-image. That is, Ukrainian nationalism’s claim that
Ukrainians historically and culturally were particularly individualistic
and freedom-loving.

Elite proponents of this identity typically contrast ethnic Ukrainians
and Ukraine historically and culturally with Russians in Russia, a people
and a country that are perceived to have strong collectivistic and
authoritarian roots. At the same time, elite proponents of this identity
argue that Ukrainians have much in common culturally and histori-
cally with Europe. . . . [Therefore] democracy and capitalism symbol-
ically raise the status of ethnic Ukrainians, spread the values alleged
to be associated with ethnic Ukrainian culture throughout the coun-
try, and are more likely to function effectively in a country based on
perceived ethnic Ukrainian values. Further, since the main ‘Other’ of
this identity, Russia, is seen as having a history and culture estranged
from individualistic and freedom-based development models, rejection
of non-democratic and non-capitalistic models symbolically and actu-
ally maintains the perceived cultural distance between Ukraine and
Russia and thereby reinforces the Ethnic Ukrainian national identity.
Finally, precisely because European and ethnic Ukrainian culture are
seen as close, and Europeans are associated with democracy and cap-
italism, these models are likely to be favoured because they symboli-
cally and actually reinforce the cultural similarity between these two
peoples and elevate the status of ethnic Ukrainians in Ukraine as a
core group (Shulman, 2005: 67).

The problem with this analysis, however, is that this identity never
dominated Ukraine – at least until recently. In a sense, it was a ‘minority
faith’ because it was repressed for decades by the Russian–tsarist and then
Russian–Soviet state, which promoted imperial Russian/Soviet/East
Slavonic identity.

Even though correlation between language, identity and social/politi-
cal attitudes disclosed by Shulman, is not direct, it is statistically signifi-
cant and useful for political prognosis as well as (alas) manipulation.
Apparently, the highest level of national self-awareness and the strongest
commitment to European integration and liberal–democratic values is
to be found in the least russified, western part of the country, while the
lowest level of national consciousness and strongest Sovietophile atti-
tudes can be found in the most russified/sovietized south-eastern
regions (Reznik, 2001: 243).2 This creates a very strong temptation to
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conceptualize Ukraine simplistically in Manichean terms as a place with
a ‘nationalist’ West and a ‘Sovietophile’ East.

Two Ukraines

Anyone who visits the extreme eastern and western parts of Ukraine, for
example, Donetsk and Lviv, will inevitably feel the profound differences
between the two regions and might even think they belonged to two dif-
ferent countries and two civilizations. Lviv is a typical central European
city under Magdeburg Law for centuries. Architectural dissimilitude is
the most immediately evident. French classicism and Austrian ‘mod-
erne’ eventually supplemented German Gothic, Italian Renaissance and
Polish Baroque. Today the faithful fill numerous churches on feast-days,
and little cafes have always attracted people wanting to meet and chat,
even during Soviet times.

Beneath the surface, the differences are no less substantial. Western
Ukrainians never internalized communism, never perceived the Soviet
Union as ‘their own’ country, and never believed that the Soviet Army
liberated them. They defiantly baptized their children before 1991 (in the
officially banned, underground Greek Catholic ‘Uniate’ church) and
transmitted traditional sophisticated culinary recipes from grandmother
to granddaughter. This latter practice disappeared from eastern Ukraine
due to permanent food shortages and the pauperization of daily life.
Western Ukrainian farmers who put on suits, white shirts and ties and pol-
ished shoes every Sunday for church, are rather difficult to imagine in east-
ern Ukraine. In a sense, they are the ‘bourgeois,’ members of the burgerliche
Gesellschaft that the Bolsheviks had long ago completely destroyed in
the eastern part of the country.

Donetsk represents what the Soviets built: the brave new world of victo-
rious revolution and proletarian internationalism. A typical Soviet city, it
is indistinguishable from myriads of other industrial monsters stretching
for thousands of kilometers from Donbass to Kuzbass and from Norilsk to
Karaganda. Their major attractions remain the towering monuments to
Lenin, the streets and squares and factories bearing his name, and of course
the ugly pseudo-classic buildings in the style popularly referred to as ‘Stalin
Repressance.’ Here people speak a language they think is Russian, attend
different churches than western Ukrainians (when they attend at all)
watch different TV channels and vote for different political parties. They
are ‘proletarian’ in the same sense that western Ukrainians are ‘bourgeois.’

Statistical data (Voytenko, 2002: 8) impartially confirm the striking
social differences between the ‘two Ukraines’ (the smaller Donbas region of
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Luhansk rather than Donetsk is taken here, as more comparable with Lviv
in terms of both population and industrialization–urbanization levels):

% of total Lviv region Luhansk
region

Population 5.5 5.3
Divorces 3.9 6.1
Children out of wedlock 2.5 5.2
Criminals sentenced 3.6 7.5
Teen-age criminals 4.2 7.1
Alcoholics 3.9 6.9
Drug addicts 2.0 4.4
Syphilis 2.7 7.2
Gonorrhea 2.7 6.7
AIDS 0.5 2.4

Political differences are no less striking. Opinion polls clearly show that
western Ukrainians are predominantly anti-communist and anti-soviet;
they believe Russia is Ukraine’s main threat while America is its main ally;
they favour private ownership and radical economic reforms, the revival
of Ukrainian language and culture, democratization and, of course,
Ukraine’s eventual membership in the EU and NATO. Easterners tend to
prefer the opposite. They want Ukraine to join the Russia/Belarus union,
re-establish a soviet-style economy, give more authoritarian power to
the president and grant Russian the constitutional status of ‘second state
language’ in Ukraine, which in practical post-colonial terms, as the Belarus
experience has graphically confirmed, means Russian will be the only
officially functioning language in the country.

These contrasts lead many to conclude that, since western and eastern
Ukraine are so different they cannot coexist within the same country,
and a split between the two halves is inevitable.3 However, the main par-
adox is that none can say where one half ends and the other begins.
Ukraine was russified (and, later on, sovietized) very gradually, region by
region, over 300 years. In a sense, the ‘two Ukraines,’ ‘Soviet’ and
‘European,’ have overlapped and fused. They permeate each other so
deeply that even in Lviv one may find many remnants of sovietism,
while some signs of ‘Ukrainianness’ and ‘Europeanness’ may equally be
discerned in Donetsk. These two Ukraines co-exist like two symbols, two
options for future development: ‘back to the USSR’ or ‘return to Europe.’
Lviv and Donetsk can be considered as the geographical and geopolitical
symbols of these ‘two Ukraines.’ Nevertheless, it would be inaccurate



and deceptive to extrapolate the specific ideological implications of
these two symbols onto any other significant part of the country.

Not only are the various Ukrainian regions between ‘Lviv’ and ‘Donetsk’
highly heterogeneous, each with its own peculiar combination of
‘Ukrainianness’ and ‘Russianness,’ ‘Europeanness’ and ‘Sovietism,’ but
also, individual Ukrainians can be very ambivalent about their ideological
preferences, orientations, and thereby vague and nebulous concerning
their identity . This is another paradox concerning the ‘two Ukraines’
that prevents a split of the country into ‘two halves.’ In reality, there are
more than just two ‘Ukraines.’ None the less, it is these ‘two’ which are
the most visible and clearly defined, while the immense space between
them remains rather fluid and heterogeneous in geographic, human and
ideological terms.

We may define this space as the ‘third Ukraine,’ for the most part invis-
ible, mute, uncertain, undecided, ideologically ambivalent and ambigu-
ous. It is more object than subject of the political struggle, the major
battlefield and the major prize in the protracted contest between the
two vociferating but minor Ukraines, the ‘Soviet’ and the ‘European.’

Ambivalence to ambiguity

Opinion polls confirm that Ukrainian society is not just radically
divided on virtually every fundamental issue (with perhaps the one
exception of territorial integrity).4 They also show that both rival
groups, ‘Russophile’ and ‘Ukrainophile’ (or, more precisely, pro-Soviet
and pro-European) are minorities, while the real majority is an amor-
phous group of those who ‘do not care,’ ‘are not interested, ‘ ‘feel unde-
cided,’ and ‘failed’ (or ‘refused’) to respond. Perhaps the best example of
this ambiguity was revealed by a 1996 national survey that asked 1,200
respondents to define which political tendency they supported. It appeared
that 13 per cent favoured promoters of capitalism and 20 per cent – of
socialism, 25 per cent claimed they did not support anybody, and 22 per
cent remained undecided. No less that 18 per cent stated they would
support both sides, that is, promoters of both socialism and capitalism –
to avoid instability and conflict (Golovakha, 1996: 102)!5

In 1997, at the height of Ukraine’s flirt with NATO, as many as 38 per cent
respondents were in favour of Ukraine’s putative membership in the
Alliance, while 21 per cent were definitely opposed, and 42 per cent felt
undecided. Two years later, after NATO’s bombardment of Yugoslavia,
the number of NATO supporters and opponents in Ukraine nearly reversed
(25 per cent versus 33 per cent). Ironically, the number of those ‘unde-
cided’ did not change, staying firm at 41–44 per cent every consecutive
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year since then (Reznik, 2001: 242). Again, in 1997, 14 per cent of
Ukrainians approved the putative admission of their East European
neighbors into NATO, 10 per cent disapproved, 30 per cent had no certain
opinion. Forty-six percent had no interest in the issue at all! Again, 25
per cent of the respondents believed Russia was Ukraine’s biggest threat,
23 per cent felt it was her main ally, and the rest were unsure about
either suggestion (Politychnyi portret. . . 1997).

In 1998, a nearly equal number of respondents agreed (36 per cent)
and disagreed with (37 per cent) the suggestion that ‘the referendum
should be carried out immediately and the union of brotherly soviet peo-
ples re-established’ (27 per cent remained undecided). Another question
was addressed to the same respondents within the framework of the same
survey: ‘Do you agree that Ukraine, all difficulties notwithstanding, should
remain independent?’ Sixty-one per cent of respondents agreed, 19 per
cent disagreed, 20 per cent remained undecided.6 The number of people
who wanted the Union to be re-established (36 per cent) proved to be
almost twice higher than the number of people who opposed Ukraine’s
independence (19 per cent). Almost half of them believe that the renewed
Soviet Union and the newly born national independence can be some-
how combined!

Some commentators dubbed this phenomenon ‘post-soviet schizo-
phrenia.’7 Sociologists, however, defined this phenomenon more accu-
rately as ‘social ambivalence.’ They claim it results from people’s
commitment to opposite, incompatible views and values, and typically
surfaces during any transition when two different political cultures, two
different models of social behaviour (political, economic and even lin-
guistic) counteract. Ambivalent consciousness reconciles incompatible
values and models in a mythical, irrational way; it works like a magic
device bringing the individual a kind of psychological comfort in the
uncomfortable circumstances when ‘the right to choose must be paid
for with responsibility, freedom with uncertainty, and equal opportuni-
ties with critical self-evaluation’ (Holovakha, 1992).

Of course, this ‘ambivalent consciousness’ plays a positive role by pro-
tecting society as a whole and each person in particular from untenable
challenges of a changing world and its inevitable psychological traumas.
Yet, in the long run, it becomes an unbearable burden as such, a collec-
tive neurosis that lends itself to skilful manipulation by whoever wants
to manipulate it. Stability turns into nasty stagnation, ambivalence into
ambiguity. People with a fluctuating identity and only a vague idea of
their country’s optimal choices are highly susceptible to ‘brainwashing,’
and are quite naturally targeted by official propaganda, authoritarian
blackmail and political manipulation.
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The post-soviet oligarchy had a vested interest in keeping society
highly atomized, confused and alienated. They did what they could to pre-
vent any civic democratic development within the country, since it would
have exposed them to objective and fair political competition entailing,
ultimately, the loss of political power and power-based economic privi-
leges. What consequently emerged in Ukraine was a peculiar ersatz-ideology
that might be best defined by what it was not. It was primarily based on
the assumption that things were going badly but could get much worse. So,
the oligarchic media proclaimed, it would be wiser to accept the status
quo than to rock the boat with demands and radical suggestions.

In reality, the regime got credit not for what it did but for what it did-
n’t do. It did not distort elections as cynically as Mugabe, did not steal as
much as Mobutu or Marcos, and did not kill in the same proportions as
Milosevic or Putin. The social consent, zlahoda, was officially pro-
claimed the government’s supreme objective and major achievement,
but it had a clearly negative dimension as it implied we don’t do much
wrong because we don’t do much at all. A bad peace in Ukraine was cer-
tainly better than a good war, but the ‘peacekeeping’ efforts of the
Ukrainian oligarchy were peculiar. Their policy was aimed not so much
at avoiding a ‘good war,’ which actually was not a threat in Ukraine, as
a ‘good peace’ which did constitute a real threat to the ruling elite. The
fact that the latter was an alternative to a ‘bad peace’ was deliberately
silenced, while the former was propagandistically overemphasized.

To play the role of ‘peacekeeper’ in Ukraine, its post-soviet leaders had to
maintain divisions, disorientation and intimidation within the country. If
Ukraine did not have a colonial, communist legacy, the authorities would
have invented it. The colonial legacy furnished them with regions and
local identities they could use to play-off against each other. The totali-
tarian legacy left an ‘uncivil’ and easily manipulated society. The objective
of the post-soviet rulers was to preserve that legacy for as long as possible.

Oligarchic ‘peacekeeping’

One might agree with Huntington (1993: 108) that ‘political leaders
cannot through will and skill create democracy where preconditions are
absent’ – which is probably just a paraphrase of Aristotle’s dictum that
people have the government they deserve. But no one should justify lead-
ers who have neither the skill nor will to promote democracy and who, on
the contrary, do their best to subvert democratic development.

A perspicacious analysis by Taras Kuzio reveals a very important 
and largely underestimated interdependence between (weak) national 
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self-awareness and (weak) civil society. Having contended that ‘all civic
states are composed of both civic and ethnic–cultural factors,’ and that
‘political identity in the modern era is linked to national identity because
political awareness implies a conscious national loyalty,’ he boldly
argues that:

. . . [t]he relationship between civil society and national identity lies
at the heart of the transition process in post-Soviet states such as
Ukraine. National identity is an ‘occasional friend’ and not an ‘eternal
foe’ of civil society. . . . [T]he Ukrainian and Belarusian cases are exam-
ples of post-communist states where the main problem negatively affect-
ing their transition process has been too little – not too much – civic
nationalism . . . An atomized population, regionally divided, cynical
about their ability to change anything and suspicious of their fellow
citizens are unlikely to generate either a vibrant civil society or socie-
tal mobilization towards stated goals. The collective self consciousness
sustains civil society because, ‘concern for one’s nation reinforces the
concern for the common good.’ National unity and integration there-
fore play a central role in sustaining civil society and generating mobi-
lization (Kuzio, 2002a).

Kuzio’s next argument was based on the fact that Ukrainian post-
communist rulers felt a profound distrust in civil society and quite reason-
ably suspected that this dangerous agent might dramatically challenge their
authoritarian domination. ‘State policies have therefore served to dampen
civil society and reduce feelings of efficacy amongst Ukrainian citizens.’

Consequently, if the core of civil society is the ‘dominant nation,’
(Shils 1995, p.118) and ‘without a nation there can be no civil society,’
then it follows that the vested interest of the post-soviet oligarchy in
Ukraine was indeed to atomize society to prevent the emergence of a
modern consolidated nation. To do that government leaders exploited old
Soviet-style ‘anti- bourgeois nationalist’ basically Ukrainophobic, stereo-
types:

Divisions were deliberately fostered between western and eastern
Ukrainians. Western Ukrainians were depicted as bloodthirsty ‘bour-
geois nationalists’ or, even worse, ‘Banderites’ (followers of Stepan
Bandera, leader of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists) in the
pay of the West. After a decade of independence, very little has
changed. Ukraine’s post-Soviet elites have not sought to overcome
regional divisions. As the last elections showed, they deliberately play
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them up when threatened by serious opposition forces. . . . [R]egional
divisions allow Ukraine’s elites to maintain their self-appointed role
as umpires between the ‘nationalist west’ and the ‘pro-Russian east.’
The former Soviet Ukrainian elites, who are today’s oligarch centrists,
promote their ‘pragmatic’ policies as the only means open to Ukrainian
society to maintain ‘zlahoda’ (accord) between different regions and
groups. A favorite buzzword among the elites, ‘zlahoda’ actually means
support for stability and the policies of paternalistic elites who pre-
tend to know what is best for the country and its citizens. Without this
ingredient, it is argued, western and eastern Ukraine would soon be at
each other’s throats and Ukraine would disintegrate. The country’s
ruling elites therefore have no interest in overcoming regional divi-
sions or promoting reconciliation (Kuzio, 2002c).

Having no consolidating national idea, Ukraine’s ruling elites pursued a
‘Third Way’ policy which, as specialists agreed long ago, leads nowhere
except the ‘Third World.’ In the internal politics, it involved a strange
combination of the worst features of a senile communism and nascent
capitalism. This choice was understandable as it tried to ‘reconcile what
pain can be applied economically without causing widespread social
instability. . . . A ‘Third Way’ option let leaders defer decisions about cru-
cial questions like whether to move towards Europe or Eurasia abroad, or
build capitalism or a mixture of capitalism/socialism domestically. The
proponents of a ‘Third Way’ want the best of both worlds . . . because
this ‘Third Wayism’ suits their personal interests’ (Kuzio, 2002a).

In international politics, Ukrainian ‘Third Wayism’ (‘momentocracy’)
and its clumsy flirting with both Russia and western countries officially
was called a ‘multi-vector policy.’ In practice it amounted to little more
than infantile attempts to play both sides against each other and win
some dubious points from petty blackmail. This policy puzzled observers
and prompted some of them to label it ‘schizophrenic’:

One moment, the country’s leaders have proclaimed their desire to be
included in Western institutions; the next, they have suggested closer
integration with their Eastern neighbor, Russia. One minute, these
leaders have appeared to covet regional power status; the next, they
have shrunk from actions that would help them reach that goal. To
explain these apparent contradictions, officials in Ukraine have
talked of a ‘dual’ and ‘bipolar’ foreign policy, and suggested that the
country’s most important goal should be ‘creating a safe zone of
peace and stability’ around it. Unfortunately, this refusal to choose a
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clear direction for its foreign policy meant that the country remained
in a type of limbo, hovering ineffectually between East and West, eas-
ily swayed and manipulated by both sides (Lynch, 2002).

Taras Kuzio commented on this even more sarcastically: ‘Although
Kuchma is fond of stating that Ukraine’s foreign policy is neither “pro-
Western” nor “pro-Russian” but “pro-Ukrainian,” it is in reality more
“pro-Kuchma,” in that it almost exclusively serves to further the inter-
ests of the executive and its oligarch allies’ (Kuzio, 2002b).

Skepticism about Ukraine’s ‘Western orientation’ did not decrease
either after it proclaimed its intention to join the EU at some point in
the future, or after the 2002 declaration on a ‘close integration with NATO’
made by the president and the National Security and Defense Council
(NSDC). Iryna Pohorelova (2002) suggested poignantly that Kuchma’s
declaration was a merely a propaganda ploy aimed at breaking his inter-
national isolation after ‘Gongadze-gate’ and calming down the new
scandal that threatened after information emerged about his alleged
involvement in the illegal arms trade with Iraq.

‘Divided we stand’

The 2004 presidential elections confirmed Ukraine’s linguistic, cultural,
religious, political, and regional divisions. Yet, at the same time, they again
confirmed that there are no clear fault-lines that could split the country –
as so often repeated by foreign media. Different groups overlap, permeate
each other; inter-group borders are blurred and easily crossed or shifted or
even removed; swings between groups facilitate the diffusion of different
identities, make them hybrid, and support grass-root communication.

The east–west divide seems vast when seen from the westernmost city of
Lviv with its strong central-European identity or the easternmost city of
Donetsk with its primarily Soviet – but also with a robust local rather than
Ukrainian or Russian identity. The difference, however, fades looking at the
country from the centre; where a postmodern hybridity or, perhaps, post-
Soviet eclecticism comes to the fore. To put it simply, neither the west is
100 per cent ‘orange’ nor is the east 100 per cent ‘blue.’ Lviv and Donetsk
represent just two opposite sides of the rainbow that covers Ukrainian ter-
ritory. Ukraine is not divided geographically, but it is divided ideologically.

In ideological terms, Ukraine represents two different projects – two
different visions of the nation’s future and two different views of its past.
Both projects indeed are incompatible and irreconcilable. The first can be
roughly defined as ‘Ukrainian,’ or ‘European.’ It is based on the assumption
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that Ukraine is essentially a European nation whose development has
been arrested and largely distorted by russification and sovietization,
but now strives to ‘return to Europe,’ its values and institutions, follow-
ing Poland, Lithuania, and other central–east European countries.

The second project might be roughly defined as ‘Little Russian,’ or
‘Soviet,’ or ‘East Slavonic.’ This project is difficult to define because it
less elaborated and much more fluid than the first project. Essentially, it
fluctuates between the old imperial regionalism (psychological, cultural,
and political) and a new post-imperial ‘creolism’ that explicitly asserts
the superiority of Russian language and culture in Ukraine, and implicitly
protects the superiority of more urbanized Russophones over historically
rural Ukrainophones. The project lacks symbolic resources and coherent
argumentation, and is a transitional phenomenon reflecting Ukraine’s
shift from colonial to post- or neo-colonial status. But, it is basically very
conservative, Sovietophile, ‘anti-Western,’ authoritarian, and implicitly
anti-Ukrainian or Ukrainophobic.

This crypto-Soviet project, however vague, was supported in 1991, by
that two-thirds of Ukraine’s population that voted for independence with
an ex-communist boss, Leonid Kravchuk, as a president. That is, they voted
for maintaining the old- regime with minor superficial changes. Only the
one third of voters who supported non-communist candidates, either
ex-dissident Viacheslav Chornovil or one of the other minor candidates,
opted for true independence; that is, a radical break with the Soviet past,
and clear decommunization and europeanization in the Polish or Baltic
manner. By 2001 the situation had changed, however, and by 2004 it
had reversed dramatically. Ukrainian identity had strengthened, and
the country’s civil society had definitely matured. In December 2004,
52 per cent of the voters cast their ballots for the pro-Western, pro-dem-
ocratic candidate Viktor Yushchenko, while only 44 per cent supported
the crypto-Soviet regime of Kuchma and Yanukovych.

Ukraine’s ‘return to Europe’ will not be easy. Yet, it certainly has a good
chance and will benefit not only Ukrainians and Europeans but, para-
doxically, the Russians who may as a result finally develop a new national
identity to replace their outdated imperial identity.

For the moment, alas, a graphic explanation of the difference between
Ukrainians and Russians comes from a popular joke: ‘A Ukrainian and
Russian were asked whether they would exchange their nuclear weapons
for a house, good car, and a large sum of money. The Ukrainian happily
agreed, while the Russian indignantly refused.’

Two 2005 opinion surveys, one in Russia by the Levada Centre and
one in Ukraine by the Razumkov Centre give credence to this anecdote.
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Two-thirds of Ukrainian respondents rejected the possibility of improv-
ing their prosperity at the price of limited civil rights, while two thirds
of the Russian respondents accepted it.

Notes
1. http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua/Perepis/PidsPer.html
2. The author proves, in particular, that geopolitical preferences of both

Ukrainians and Russians in western Ukraine clearly differ from the geopolitical
preferences of both Ukrainians and Russians in the east. He concludes that
‘rather regional than ethnic affiliation determines geopolitical preferences’
(Reznik, 2001, p.243).

3. These feelings were especially strong in 1994 when the allegedly ‘pro-Russian’
president-elect Leonid Kuchma won over the allegedly ‘nationalistic’ incum-
bent Leonid Kravchuk. See, e.g. D.Williams and R.J. Smith, ‘U.S. Intelligence
Sees Economic Flight Leading to Breakup of Ukraine,’ Washington Post, 25
January 1994; or ‘Ukraine – The Birth and Possible Death of a Country,’ The
Economist, 7 May 1994. Respective Russian publications of the time are com-
prehensively reviewed by Tolz, 2002: 238–40.

4. The earlier survey revealed that only 1 per cent of respondents in Lviv and
5 per cent in Donetsk agreed that Ukraine would be better off divided into sep-
arate countries Hrytsak, 1995: 7. The later survey confirmed these findings
indirectly: 58 per cent of the young respondents in Lviv and 47 per cent in
Donetsk answered positively to the question whether they would agree, if nec-
essary, to defend their country with arms. (The national average for the posi-
tive answers was 51 per cent; negative 16 per cent and 33 per cent remained
undecided). Dzerkalo tyzhnia, 23 September 2001, p.18.

5. Two years earlier, in another survey, 20 per cent of respondents stated social-
ism would be the most desirable economic system for Ukraine, 18 per cent
preferred capitalism, 20 per cent expressed uncertainty, while 42 per cent
rejected both systems and suggested that Ukraine should find its own way.
These results correlate with subsequent sociological findings. A number of sur-
veys carried out in 2000–2001 proved that between 14–17 per cent of respon-
dents support communist ideology, 11–19 per cent support pro-Western
national democrats, and some smaller percentages support other political/ide-
ological trends. Up to 40 per cent ‘don’t care.’ Den, 24 July 2001, p.1.

6. Den, 16 July 1998, p. 1.
7. The Economist, 4 February 1995, p. 27.
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Summary: Representations of space in works of literature sustain
interpretation as arguments in favour of particular geopolitical
configurations corresponding to particular socio-political interests and
addressing particular audiences. Ukrainian literature since independence
has witnessed the demise of the system of symbols, corresponding to the
priorities of the USSR, that oriented geographical, historical and political
space toward Moscow. In its place have arisen two competing spatial
rhetorics, each imagining itself as articulating the needs of the
independent Ukrainian state. One adopts a severely local focus, seeking
to reveal the dignity of the nation as flowing from its people and the places
where they live. The other conceptualizes the dignity of the national self
as possible only within an international context and professes an affinity
with Europe and ‘the West’.

*

One could easily imagine a history of the geography of Ukrainian 
literature. The Lay of Ihor’s Campaign, whether an authentic medieval
monument or not, would be read as recording a tension between the
experience of a territorially fragmented land and the dream of its Kyiv-
centred unity, and as articulating a yearning for a frontier that would
stabilize the limits of the cultural and political Self against the incursions
of the Other. Ivan Kotliarevs’kyi’s Eneida (1798–1842), conventionally
recognized as the inaugural text of a modern literature in the Ukrainian
vernacular, might be seen to map the co-ordinates of a Ukrainian ethno-
cultural and historical space onto the pre-existent grid of the classical
narrative and mythological world of the Mediterranean basin, making
those Ukrainian realia intelligible to the conventional modern European
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aesthetic imagination. The fact that Ivan Nechui-Levyts’kyi’s novels locate
their action in a wide variety of places inhabited by ethnic Ukrainians
would be apprehended as a strategy for reinforcing a Ukrainian national
consciousness by accustoming readers to visualize a territory inhabited
by their compatriots, imperial borders notwithstanding. Mykola
Khvyl’ovyi’s interventions in the literary polemics of the 1920s with his
vision of a messianic role for Ukraine in an ‘Asiatic Renaissance’, not to
mention his slogan ‘Away from Moscow’, would be recognized as chal-
lenging the mental maps favoured by advocates both of the Russian
Empire and of its twentieth-century continuance in Eurasianist guise.

There would be considerable utility in such a project. It would invite
us to focus attention on ways in which individuals and groups have 
perceived spatial relationships that help define their identities, and on
the flows of political, economic and cultural power in whose contexts
those identities exist. Postcolonial studies, indebted as they are through
Edward Said to Foucault’s suggestions concerning the knowledge-power
nexus and Gramsci’s reflections on power relations so pervasive that they
command general acquiescence (Said, 1978: 6–7, 22–3), have trained us to
detect in the interactions between different cultural entities the rhetorics
that maintain or challenge the prevailing power arrangements between
them. It is in terms of such corroborations and challenges that our new his-
tory would analyse the geographical argumentation of Ukrainian literature.

The following observations address a part of this task that relates to
Ukrainian cultural realities since Ukraine’s declaration of independence
in 1991, describing and interpreting some ways in which works of liter-
ature have espoused eastward or westward orientations, or have avoided
either. Eastward and westward biases in public attitudes in the various
geographical regions of Ukraine have been the object of research con-
ducted from the perspectives of political science (Oldar, 1995; Hinich et al.,
2002; Taras et al., 2004; Clem and Craumer, 2005; Kuzio, 2005) and soci-
ology (Shulman, 1998a, b; Fournier, 2002; Ukrains’kyi tsentr . . ., 2005).
In general, such studies have observed a gradient of sentiment ranging
from the pro-European and pro-Western attitudes concentrated in
Ukraine’s west to opinion, more widespread in the east and south, in
favour of integration with countries once part of the Soviet Union. It will
become evident that this continuum of views is not replicated in the
spatial symbolism of post-1991 Ukrainian literature. The model of eastern
integration is poorly represented, even where it might plausibly be most
expected: in Russian-language literature written in Ukraine. What is in evi-
dence is an autarkic sense of space focused on Ukraine as a self-sufficient
entity separate from the remainder of the world, and an orientation,
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strident though not unambiguous, toward Europe or, more generally,
‘the West’. Notions of interest and audience derived from the discipline
of rhetoric will help account for this disposition of spatial arguments.

As might be expected, the predominant geographical rhetoric of
Soviet Ukrainian literature after the brief period of Ukrainization in the
1920s was determined by the obligation to reinforce Soviet centralism
and the idea of the homogeneity of the Soviet political space. Literature
lent its persuasive power to the idea of the centrality of Moscow and the
correspondingly peripheral, non-essential and vulnerable quality of lands
associated with the non-Russians of the Empire or the USSR, the parallel
rhetoric of the ‘brotherly nations’ notwithstanding (Tillett, 1969). A case
in point is the historical fiction of such authors as Petro Panch
(1891–1978), Ivan Le (1895–1978), Natan Rybak (1913–1978) and Pavlo
Zahrebel’nyi (b. 1924) dedicated to the Pereiaslav Pact of 1654 that
marked Bohdan Khmel’nyts’kyi’s alliance with Muscovy. The treaty,
regarded by many as the beginning of Ukraine’s absorption into the impe-
rial Russian state, was venerated in the Soviet Union after the Second
World War as symbolizing the benign and indissoluble union of Russia
with Ukraine. A quotation from Panch’s novel Homonila Ukraina (Ukraine
was in Tumult, 1954) illustrates the use of emotionally inflected geograph-
ical imagery in the service of the Soviet variant of the Pereiaslav myth:

Muscovy. . . . [Khmel’nyts’kyi] closed his eyes and even so could not
imagine its borders. And Ukraine? Huddled up to the Dnipro, like a
swallow’s nest under the eaves. The juxtaposition of these magni-
tudes sent shivers down his spine (Panch, 1962: 305).2

The ideological argumentation of the passage rests upon Muscovy
being represented not merely as large, but as borderless, and the hero 
of the Ukrainian Cossack and peasant revolution, Khmel’nyts’kyi, as
impressed, not only by his neighbour’s spatial grandeur, but by the con-
trasting fragility and inconspicuousness of his country. It is not the
Dnipro that runs through Ukraine, but Ukraine that ‘huddles’ (timidly,
defensively, like a small bird) against the river. The correspondence between
the emotional guidance offered here to the Soviet reader of the Cold War
period, and the external and internal policy objectives of the USSR, are
clear. Universalist ideological claims presuppose the possibility of the
Soviet polity’s infinite expansion, hence there can be no natural bound-
aries in Panch’s account for the predecessor state centred on Moscow. 
As for the hyperbolized difference in size and significance between Panch’s



Ukraine and Russia, this is an argument in favour of the naturalness,
even the inevitability, of the absorption of national peripheries into a
Soviet mainstream identified with Russia.

It would be too simple to assert that argumentation such as this, depend-
ent as it was upon an implied contract between writer and state that
obliged the writer to articulate official values, was destined to disappear
with the demise of the USSR. Significant spheres of cultural activity in
Ukraine, popular culture among them, gave expression to an ideology of
East Slavic integration under Russian tutelage long after 1991 (see, e.g.
Riabchuk, 2001; Sushko, 2005). In Ukrainian post-1991 literature, how-
ever, no writer of substance adhered to such a position. To have done so
would have undermined Ukrainian-language writers’ sense of purpose
as producers of a cultural product for an audience identified by its com-
petence in Ukrainian, nullifying the value of their language, the very
source of their professional identity. It is less easy to see why an integra-
tionist approach would not appeal to writers in Ukraine who write in
Russian, like Andrei Kurkov (b. 1961).

Kurkov’s novel Picnic on Ice (Death of a Stranger) (1996), translated into
English as Death and the Penguin (2001), adapts the popular genre of the
crime mystery into a statement concerning the alienation of the contem-
porary human being. Against the background of Kyiv streets, named and
familiar, where criminal gangs settle their scores in gunfights, the central
character, Viktor, peacefully writes obituaries for people who are still alive,
noticing without concern that they die violently soon after his texts are
delivered to those who commissioned them. His sole emotional attach-
ment is to a pet penguin whose deteriorating health he arranges to pre-
serve, at great cost, by flying it to the Ukrainian (formerly British) research
base in Antarctica. In the end it is not the bird but Viktor, now fleeing the
avengers of his lethal writings, who makes the journey. ‘I am the penguin’,
he explains as he boards the plane (Kurkov, 2004: 253). For a person who
has accepted the moral and physical conditions of post-Soviet Ukraine,
the novel appears to argue, the proper place is an icy wasteland, uninhab-
itable for humans, but perhaps tolerable for a uniquely adapted bird.

While Kurkov’s Russian-language novel gives symbolic weight to an
unexpected spatial nexus between Ukraine and Antarctica, it does not
confer any special meaning upon the familiar connection between Ukraine
and Russia, thereby decoupling the Russian language from its colonizing
role. By writing in Russian in a way that does not claim Ukraine as part
of a Russian cultural space persisting after the demise of the Soviet Union,
Kurkov argues that writing in Russian can and should be part of the cul-
turally diverse fabric of contemporary Ukrainian culture. In a BBC radio
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interview Kurkov stated explicitly what his novel had implied: ‘I am a
citizen of this country. I do not want to be a foreign writer who happens
to live in Kyiv. . . . I believe that everything that is done on the territory
of Ukraine belongs to Ukrainian culture’ (Tsiupyn, 2005). 

Furthermore, the fact that Kurkov’s prose and his pubic statements do
not figure Ukraine’s relationship to Russia as one of dependency, or as
the participation of a subordinate part in a greater whole, implies argu-
ments about Ukrainian citizenship and sovereignty: it projects, as existing,
a modern, civic, Ukrainian nation open to all who want to belong to it
regardless of their cultural identity; and, by declining participation in 
a ‘common cultural space’ with Russia, it gives no platform to the argu-
ment that those who share a culture should be united within a single
state. Such an argument would question the legitimacy of an independent
Ukraine. Kurkov chooses to argue the opposite by postulating the exis-
tence of a Ukraine that is host to more than one culture as a normal state
of affairs.

An altogether different kind of geographical argumentation, charac-
teristic of much anticolonial writing of the 1980s and 1990s, rested on
the evocation of the physical domain of the nation as an autarkic, cen-
tred, autonomous and self-sufficient space. Its most eminent representa-
tive was Valerii Shevchuk (b. 1939), many of whose works treated the city
of his birth, Zhytomyr, as a microcosm of the world. The implied argu-
ment was that, as long as the distorting consequences of the usurpation
of cultural power by an imperial centre were removed – and Shevchuk
constructed subtextual, but nevertheless politically bold calls for their
removal in his Try lystky za viknom (Three Leaves Outside the Window,
1986) – no external reference was needed: the local was an adequate pars
pro toto for the universal, and the great issues of humankind – the para-
doxical union of the physical and the spiritual in human existence, the
irrevocably gendered nature of human beings, their imprisonment in
time and their destiny to hover between good and evil – may be explored
on the basis of local experience. This premise was implicit in Shevchuk’s
early novella Naberezhna 12 (12, The Esplanade, 1968), where a single
address in the city, unnamed but recognizably Zhytomyr, encompassed
a panorama of human tragedies and triumphs. The matter-of-fact equa-
tion of the local with the universal characterized Shevchuk’s huge novel
Stezhka v travi: Zhytomyrs’ka saha (A Path Through the Grass: A Zhytomyr
Saga, 1994) no less than his autobiography Na berezi chasu: Mii Zhytomyr
(On the Shore of Time: My Zhytomyr, 2004–2005).3 Even Shevchuk’s
historical fiction, derived from his erudition in sixteenth, seventeenth
and eighteenth century Ukrainian and Belarusian texts, did not replicate
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that period’s sense of connection to a world whose reference points –
Rome and Constantinople at the very least – were outside the immediate
cultural milieu. Thus, in Oko prirvy (Eye of the Abyss, 1996) the central
characters, clerics engaged uncertainly in the early modern quest for a
truth of reason entwined with revelation but distinct from it, display 
no sense of the European context of their endeavour. On the contrary,
the novel begins with an almost defiant declaration of the centrality of the
local: ‘We met in Zhytomyr, in the monastery that was just outside the
city down the River Teteriv’ (Shevchuk, 1996: 3).

This autarkic position is shared by a number of other writers, including
such critical neo-realists moved by the suffering of the ordinary person
as Ievhen Pashkovs’kyi (b. 1962), Viacheslav Medvid’ (b. 1951) and Oles’
Ul’ianenko (b. 1962). In political terms, the rhetoric of this geographical
self-enclosure corresponds to a radical declaration of independence: the
nation for which such authors write is conceived of as being, properly if
not in fact, self-sufficient, dignified by the life and thought of its mem-
bers, and requiring no further justification. An eloquent invocation of
such a notion of space centred upon the suffering collective self is to be
found in the opening lines, characteristically eccentric in their syntax,
of Pashkovs’kyi’s first novel, Vovcha zoria (The Wolf Star, 1991):

Toward Autumn my grandfather Ivan got a letter from Kherson, dear
friend, the person writing to you has got to know – wherever I go 
I find myself talking to you and weeping, why did we part like that, my
dear friend, please, let me have your reply, what’s the weather like, the
harvest, write, take the trouble to write, we’ll talk by letter, because
my grandsons have gone away, they’re gone, the army took them,
one is in Germany, the other is serving in Afghanistan, I live with my
children, it’s raining now, I don’t know if it’s raining in Shestypillia,
it probably is, we go there once a year to visit the family graves, how
many villagers have passed away . . . (Pashkovs’kyi, 1991: 3)

The world subtended by the letter is divided into two domains. The inner,
familiar one is demarcated by the unnamed but agrarian domicile of
grandfather Ivan, by the Black Sea port city of Kherson, and a village
(Shestypillia; literally, ‘Sixfields’) that links Ivan’s life with his correspon-
dent’s. In this domain events take place that can be (and indeed, the author
of the letter demands it) spoken of: the weather, the harvest, death and
burial. References to places imply narratives so familiar to the assumed
primary readers that they do not have to be spelt out. These are stories
of urbanization, of the post-War compulsory southward and eastward

94 Ukraine, the EU and Russia



relocation of suspect persons from west Ukrainian lands annexed to the
Ukrainian SSR after the War, of nostalgia for rural ways and for places of
origin. The outer domain, on the other hand, is terra incognita. Its remote-
ness and unintelligibility is signified by distorted place names. The letter
from Kherson refers to Germany, ‘Nimechchyna’ in standard Ukrainian,
as ‘Irmaniia’, a corruption of the Russian ‘Germaniia’, while Afghanistan is
contracted to ‘Nistan’. These, too, imply narratives – of the Soviet Union’s
Cold War presence in Europe, of its late imperial adventure in Central
Asia, and of the colonial cultural dominion that has led to forgetting the
native words for such even slightly advanced concepts as the names of
countries. But in Pashkovs’kyi’s text ‘Irmaniia’ and ‘Nistan’ are not places
about which anything can be said. At most, those who have gone there
can be noted as absent (‘they’re gone, the army took them’).

Equally centred on the local, though not to affirm it as the sole proper
subject matter of literature, but to despair of discovering viable alter-
natives to an existence restricted by locality, is Depesh mod (Depeche
Mode, 2004), a novel by Serhii Zhadan (b. 1974), who had previously
established himself as a poet. The title, taken from the name of a British
rock band, announces the inexorable presence of globalized popular 
culture. For the central characters, barely articulate young men from the
substance-abusing, semi-criminal underclass of urban Ukraine Depeche
Mode is one of very few topics of discussion. Their rudimentary social-
ization depends on a foreign rock band with a global following, but their
lived reality is constrained by their own, and their country’s, penury.
Their hopeless and almost aimless journey through their city and along
local railway lines takes the reader through depictions of humanity in its
extremities of violence and deceit. And yet, the first person narrator
acknowledges a special sense of connection to the place where these
horrors are witnessed:

I was satisfied with this country, satisfied with the amount of shit that
it was covered in and that reached as high as my knees and even higher
in critical moments of my life in this country. I understood that 
I could have quite easily been born in another country that was much
worse – with a much harsher climate, for example, or with an author-
itarian form of government where the rulers were not just scum, as in
my country, but perverted scum that would pass their powers on to
their children together with the foreign debt . . . (Zhadan, 2004: 4)

The passage articulates a paradoxical patriotism-by-negation. The narrator
repeatedly employs the most neutral of terms to refer to his homeland
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(kraina – ‘country’) and does not dignify it with a name. The most
favourable generalization that he can make about it is that, climatically
and politically speaking, there are worse places on the planet. And yet,
he acknowledges it as his own and professes himself glad that the accident
of birth did not place him elsewhere. Necessity (it is impossible for people
like the narrator to live elsewhere – in the parallel universe inhabited by
Depeche Mode, for example) has become a virtue (matter-of-fact, unsen-
timental loyalty). If the rhetoric of the passage is to be analysed for its
implied political argument, then the argument is like that of Ivan Franko’s
well-known lines of 1898 about his homeland, Ia zh ne liubliu ii/Z 
nadmirnoi liubovy (‘I do not love it out of excessive love’): only the most
passionate attachment justifies the fiercest critique.

Valerii Shevchuk celebrated attachment to the local, Ievhen Pashkovs’kyi
represented it as the inevitable destiny of the ordinary Ukrainian person,
Serhii Zhadan described pathetic lives doomed to be limited by it. The
latter two responses acknowledged the globalized nature of modernity at
the end of the twentieth century and the beginning of the twenty-first.
Shevchuk’s did not. The stable and isolated Zhytomyr of his prose rapidly
became a nostalgic postulate, deprived of mimetic force by the impact of
a global economy, cross-border migration, transnational crime, the exigen-
cies of world-power politics, and national boundaries made porous to
global and regional popular cultures by new media and communications
technologies.

In 1992 the poet and prose writer Iurii Andrukhovych (b. 1960), articu-
lating a home truth about a nation (or, indeed, any community of iden-
tity) in the globalizing present, wrote in the glossary entry ‘Ukraine’ in the
emphatically postmodern journal Chetver, ‘Ukraine cannot be by itself.
That is its essence, its karma, its cross and its future’ (Andrukhovych,
1992). Nonetheless, even among contemporary writers whose geographi-
cal imagination addressed the relationship of Ukraine to entities outside
its borders, very few were impressed by such a whole-world perspective.
Most were captivated by a binary relationship between Ukraine and
Europe that they conceived of as an alternative to a deplorable, yet per-
sistent, colonial relationship with Russia. Already in some of the dissident
discourses of the 1960s and 1970s Europe was (usually implicitly) invoked
as a cluster of political and cultural values antithetical to the totalitari-
anism and aesthetic conformism of the Soviet system. In Mykhailo
Osadchyi’s Cataract (1975), the aestheticized memoir of a political prisoner,
for example, a fragmented structure and formal allusions to cubism and
surrealism were defiant gestures of homage, not only to the tradition of
European modernism proscribed in the USSR, but also of refusal to yield
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to the prevailing Soviet dictates concerning the form and the content of
art (Pavlyshyn, 1998).

In 1996 the prose writer Iurii Izdryk (b. 1962) offered a typically stylish
and insightful analysis of the circumstances against whose background
such attitudes toward the West could arise:

[Our] isolation, not only informational but also existential, was so
complete that it gave reason to doubt the consensual picture of the
world. It was difficult to believe that America really existed some-
where out there, that Paris was not the invention of malicious jour-
nalistic hacks,. . . . that Salvador Dali was a real person and not a
chthonic monster from a modern epic.

And yet, the Iron Curtain was not impermeable:

The illustrated history of modernism and modern art was dished up
doused with the sauce of class criticism. Praise disguised as blame
accompanied lengthy quotations from Joyce, Proust, Beckett and
Ionesco, to say nothing of those leftist flirts Aragon, Lorca, Sartre,
Leger, Picasso, Cortázar and their ilk. [. . .] To a large extent this
explains the hypertrophy of myth in our consciousness: had it been
possible to touch the idol, it would have lost a good deal of its magi-
cal magnetism. The absence of the original made the ideal of it infi-
nitely valuable. (Izdryk, 1996: 22)

The appeal of a forbidden and scarcely accessible Europe, visualized
above all through the prism of high culture, could not but be diminished
by mundane encounters with representatives of the real Europe that
became possible throughout the 1990s. Some Ukrainian writers and
intellectuals came to see Europe as part of a West that had forgotten its
best ‘European’ values in favour of a self-serving and crass materialism.
In the 1990s Ievheniia Kononenko (b. 1959) wrote feminist short fiction
exposing the asymmetries of power between men and women in her soci-
ety and the injustices that women were consequently compelled to bear.
In her collection Povii tezh vykhodiat’ zamizh (Prostitutes Get Married,
Too, 2004) she superimposed gender inequality upon new inequalities
deriving from what could be diagnosed as European neo-colonialism. 
In Kononenko’s collection even altruistic western European men, because
of the ineluctable logic of their buying power, become sexual and psycho-
logical predators in their relations with Ukrainian women. Yet conflicts
between the two groups are not entirely unequal, for while the accident
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of neo-colonialism makes the women superficially subservient to the men,
they retain a cultural, moral and intellectual superiority over them.

During the First World War Thomas Mann, seeking to make sense of
the confrontation between the Germans and their western belligerents,
made the memorable distinction between ‘civilization’ and ‘culture’. Mann
associated civilization with reason, scepticism, civility, the mechanical
progress of society, in short – with ‘the West’. Culture, more properly 
the domain of the Germans, Mann saw as ‘closure, style, form, bearing,
taste, . . . a certain spiritual organization of the world’ (Mann, 1993: 188)
that placed the values of civilization at a disadvantage.4 Similarly, in
Kononenko’s story with the English-language title ‘Special Woman’ it is
the dignity of culture that triumphs over material civilization when Nelia
Tymchenko, a research fellow at the ironically named Institute for the
Study of Contemporary Humanitarian Issues, explores the possibilities of
a marriage of convenience to a bland and somewhat dull-witted Danish
real estate agent. Readers are mobilized not for sympathy with Nelia (her
cultural superiority leaves her unscathed) but for resentment toward a
Europe that effortlessly exercises power over her. Kononenko’s collection
as a whole invited readers to smile bitterly at the Western smugness and
self-congratulation that were implied, for example, in ‘conferences on
the entry of eastern Europe into real Europe’ (Kononenko, 2004: 26).

Even the gentler and more civilized men in Kononenko’s stories suffer
guilt by association with the forces of global economic inequality that
compound the inequality of gender. One of her characters

foreswore acquaintance with educated women from eastern Europe,
because he could not rid himself of an incomprehensible sense of
guilt for his brand-name suitcases with rollers and his good quality
shoes in a world where everyone went about in rubber boots lugging
great dirty bags behind them. (Kononenko, 2004: 22)

Kononenko’s resentment of the West echoed the sentiment formu-
lated in Milan Kundera’s famous essay ‘The Tragedy of Central Europe’
(1984): central Europe, groaning under the depredations of a civiliza-
tionally alien regime from the East, cherished the values and traditions
of European thought and culture, while ‘in Europe itself Europe was no
longer experienced as a value’ (Kundera, 1991: 223). In its extremity, cen-
tral Europe had become more European than the West, and therein lay its
impoverished dignity. A similar sense of injury, muted, to be sure, may be
detected as a subtext of contributions to the debate on Europe’s meaning
for Ukraine by Mykola Riabchuk and Oleksandr Hrytsenko. Riabchuk,
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one of the best-known advocates of a westward political and civilizational
orientation for Ukraine, nevertheless counselled east Europeans to build
their relations with the rest of Europe on the basis of ‘sober calculation’,
treating ‘the West’, at best, as a ‘“lesser evil” than the “Asia” that looms
in “the East”’ (Riabchuk, 2005). Hrytsenko, the pioneer of western-style
cultural studies in Ukraine, objected to the very idea of a normative
Husserlian ‘spiritual Europe’, dismissing it as a fond myth of east European
intellectuals and asserting that ‘the new Europe in large part is a carbon
copy of North America’ (Hrytsenko, 1998).

Central, as distinct from western, Europe has a special place in the
geographical rhetoric of contemporary Ukraine.5 In Kundera’s canonical
text central Europe was defined by two negations. It was a domain neither
of the East (by its own choice) nor of the West (by the West’s choice), but
a cultural utopia representing a singularly amenable configuration of the
political and the human. Central Europe, according to Kundera, escaped
the dangers of crass nationalism and rejoiced in the benefits of cultural plu-
ralism, most notably a remarkable blossoming in the late nineteenth and
first half of the twentieth centuries of the premodernist and modernist arts.

In Ukraine, expressions of ‘central Europeanism’ included Moia Ievropa
(My Europe, 2001), a book co-authored by Andrukhovych and the Polish
writer Andrzej Stasiuk (b. 1960), and the literary web journal Potiah 76:
Tsentral’noievropeis’kyi chasopys (Train 76: A Central European Journal).
The most forthright and eloquent Ukrainian formulations of attach-
ment to the idea of central Europe as a cultural utopia were to be found
in Andrukhovych’s fictional and essayistic prose, though orientation
toward the culture of western and central Europe was to be observed in
several other writers, especially from western Ukraine, notably Iurii
Vynnychuk (b. 1952), Volodymyr Ieshkiliev (b. 1965), Taras Prokhas’ko
(b. 1968) and Izdryk. Volodymyr Danylenko, the editor of a number of
anthologies of Ukrainian prose in the 1990s, proposed that these Europhile
writers be recognised as a ‘Galician School’ and that Andrukhovych’s
role in the group be seen as ‘degrading the spirit of the nation through
aesthetic calques from foreign literary models’ (Danylenko, 1997: 8).
Danylenko detected the contrary spirit, characterized by a quest for ‘our
own foundations’ from which to ‘touch the existential depths of the
human being’ (10), in what he labelled the ‘Zhytomyr School’ that
embraced, among others, Valerii Shevchuk, Pashkovs’kyi and Medvid’.

Andrukhovych’s essays of the 1990s, collected in the anthology
Dezoriientatsiia na mistsevosti (Disorientation as to Place, 1999), defined
the cultural features of central Europe in ways that rendered it a desirable
object of identification and proposed an account of their genesis. This
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excursion into cultural history linked culture to physical environment in
ways recollecting the speculations of such luminaries of the age of Enligh-
tenment as Montesquieu, for whom the ‘spirit’ of laws of countries was
inflected by their physical surrounds, especially their climate; Herder, who
believed that climate had a determining influence upon culture; and
Winckelmann, in whose opinion the statuary of ancient Greece reflected
human bodies shaped by the amenity of the Mediterranean climate and
the other physical conditions of life in the Mediterranean basin.6

Andrukhovych related mental attitudes, and therefore cultural habits
as well as political institutions, not to climate but to the shape of the
land. The alternation of valley and hill that produced a space easily com-
passed by the human mind and implied the possibility of human sover-
eignty and autonomy was ‘European’. A landscape thus parcelled offered
the opportunity for infinite variation between the geographically discrete
components. The steppe, on the other hand, was ‘Asian’, its overwhelming
vastness and sameness discouraging individualism, inviting dominion
by mobile despots and engendering a readiness for polities of total control,
not the least of which was the Soviet Union (see also Pavlyshyn, 2001). ‘The
European person’, Andrukhovych reflected in his essay ‘An Introduction
to Geography’,

was created by mountains and forests. Here nature prompted being to
strive for discreteness, variety and completeness of form. . . . The
European person was created by heritage. You enter the world among
towers and gardens that are countless centuries old. You are powerless
to spoil anything here, even if you wanted very much to do so. All
this architecture has been copied from the landscape, all of its makers
are known to you by name. This is a victory over the vanity of vani-
ties. These co-ordinates of duration and gradualism signify certain
absolute values, among which is the human personality, distinct, sole
and unrepeatable.

The communist regime by the will of history (or was it history?)
could conquer the Poles, the Czechs, the Hungarians. But it was always
regarded in those countries as a temporary and absurd misunderstand-
ing, so much at odds was it with these squares, arches, cathedrals, 
belfries, parks and gardens. (Andrukhovych, 1999: 39–40)

Europe was thus, for Andrukhovych, a state of mind induced by envi-
ronment. It was not an embodiment of the Enlightenment tradition of
struggle for a yet-to-be-achieved rational and humane society. Rather, it
was a place imagined as primordially, essentially humane because of an



accident of geography. Such essentialism, assuming as it did an immutable
geo-cultural propensity of some to enjoy the predestined boons of Europe
while others were doomed to the slavery of the steppe, contradicted that
part of the European tradition that postulated as universal the quest for
the common good. The essential qualities of ‘Europe’ and ‘Asia’ were imag-
ined by Andrukhovych as such that would spontaneously arouse, respec-
tively, sympathy and antipathy in the person of European formation.
Andrukhovych made no secret of his animus toward the steppe and the
East. For a time he regarded even Kyiv as an expression of a (deplorable)
Oriental spirit, describing it as lifeless for all its metropolitan business,
inhuman for all its scurrying masses (Andrukhovych, 2000: 9–13). It was
only the Orange Revolution and the enthusiastic participation in it of
the great majority of the Kyivan citizenry that altered Andrukhovych’s
perspective upon the capital (Andrukhovych, 2004a).

Yet Andrukhovych’s affirmation of central Europe was not unequivocal.
One of the most interesting trajectories observable in his work was from
the evocation of central Europe pre-eminently as an exercise in nostal-
gia for an irrevocably vanished cultural utopia toward the legitimation
of a more proactive, responsible and transformative kind of Europeanness.
Andrukhovych followed this trajectory despite the restrictions (which
he acknowledged as valid) placed by the insights of poststructuralism
upon any affirmative and teleological models for the restructuring of the
human world. For Andrukhovych central Europe, especially in the form
of its precursor, the Danubian Habsburg monarchy, was often an ironi-
cally framed ideal. It was by no means free of a demonism reminiscent
of Gogol’ and similar to Gogol’’s in rhetorical structure. Gogol’s Ukraine,
which the bard from Velyki Sorochyntsi laboured in his early narratives
to constitute as a space that could play its role in generating a single
Russian identity, was a place of comfort and repleteness, ornamented
with romantic historical colour and enlivened by humour. But it also
housed demons and cursed places, and was the location of unspeakable
vengeances.

Likewise the central Europe of Andrukhovych. One of its blandish-
ments derived from its association with a nostalgically conceived
Austria–Hungary, its capital famously hospitable to intellect and culture,
its authoritarian traits ameliorated by bureaucratic incompetence, its
multiethnic composition allowing the imaginary traveller to traverse the
ethnolinguistic patchwork quilt between L’viv and Venice while remain-
ing within the limits of a single state. But even as an ardent advocate of
a Ukrainian central Europeanism Andrukhovych conceded that there
was no enduring comfort to be drawn from the unrealizable desires that
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were the stuff of this nostalgia. Already in 1992 his novel Rekreatsii
(Recreations) signalled that the retrospective utopia of the Danube
monarchy, despite providing a superb costume-and-mask context for the
carnivalized culture that the novel enacted for its readers, had nothing
to contribute to a day-to-day modern identity. Recreations articulated this
argument through a memorable scene: during a fin-de-siècle soire that has
mysteriously materialized in the era of glasnost’ the old-world imperial-
and-royal politesse and charm of ladies and gentlemen of the aristocracy,
the church and the moneyed elite reveals itself as the cover for a ghastly
world of demons and succubi. Like the historico-geographic space invoked
in Gogol’s Ukrainian stories, this Austria-Hungary is a source, not of stable
self-definition relative to the contemporary world, but of alternations of
pleasure (derived from memories of an idealized past) and fear (derived
from the knowledge that these memories have no chance of realization
in the present or future).

A perceptive critic remarked in 2003 that Andrukhovych’s Europe was
becoming less central and more Ukrainian (Hnatiuk, 2003: 223–4). This
observation was confirmed by the publication that year of Dvanadtsiat’
obruchiv (Twelve Rings), a novel that, as has been argued elsewhere in
detail, cautiously advocates an Odyssean return to the domestic hearth and
to the loyalty of Penelope, conceding the perils for a viable sense of self of
too exclusive an orientation upon the values and expectations of others –
even civilizationally attractive European others (Pavlyshyn, 2004).

No sketch of the geographical rhetoric of contemporary Ukraine can
overlook a new topos brought into circulation by the popular singer,
Ruslana, and her public relations team: the topos of Europe as a con-
temporary reality to be lived and taken advantage of, rather than imitated
or envied. In the context of her Eurovision victory in 2004, Ruslana
repeatedly invoked an image of Europe not as an ideal, but as a project
to be worked upon jointly by Europeans, including those still outside
the European Union. Suffering from entropy and old age, Old Europe
could be rejuvenated by the infusion of all that Ruslana’s ‘Wild Dances’
performance symbolized: cultural energy, originality, recovered archaic
authenticity, vitality, and eros (Shchotkina, 2004). In the light of the Orange
Revolution, some commentators urged that Ukraine reintroduce Old
Europe to such originally European values as dedication to democracy
and human rights. Andrukhovych spoke in an interview for Die Welt of
Ukraine’s capacity ‘as a future member of the European Union to alter
the traditional inertia of Europe’, claiming that ‘Europe needs movement
and development’ (Andrukhovych, 2005). Earlier, addressing the parlia-
mentary assembly of the Council of Europe, he had formulated a similar
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view even more provocatively: ‘I would like to hear Europe say that
Kuchma, Yanukovych and their technologists are wrong, that Europe does
want us, that Europe cannot do without us, that Europe without Ukraine
will not be fully realized.’ He finished his speech with an image evoking
not Europe’s centre but, in keeping with the pro-EU and pro-Western tenor
of the Orange Revolution, its western littoral: ‘In conclusion, allow me one
more poetographic metaphor. It flows directly from the study of geo-
graphical maps. They all show us one and the same thing: in Ukraine there
is not a drop of water that does not belong to the Atlantic basin. This means
that, with all of its arteries and capillaries, Ukraine is sewn on to Europe’
(Andrukhovych, 2004b).

Andrukhovych’s Atlantic declaration was the most radical version of the
European orientation in Ukrainian letters expressed in the first decade
and a half of Ukraine’s independence. It was an extreme formulation of an
attitude that, as the preceding discussion has shown, was relatively wide-
spread in Ukrainian literary works and debates, though perhaps not as
widespread as the determination to resist external models and norms and
emphatically to assert cultural autonomy. Meanwhile, the old Soviet
imperative to centre all space – geographical, but also historical, social and
cultural – upon Moscow vanished from high literature, leaving few traces.
Each of these phenomena will be more readily understood if, following
the lead of Aristotle and Quintilian, we conceive of them as occurring
within a particular rhetorical situation – that is, if we imagine the literary
text as a speech presented on behalf of particular interests and to a partic-
ular audience, and if we imagine the audience, in turn, to have the capac-
ity to resolve the matter at issue for or against the speaker and the interests
that he or she represents.

In the light of the fact that there continue to exist, not only outside
Ukraine but within it, political and economic forces in favour of Ukraine’s
eastward integration with Russia and the former Soviet space, the almost
complete disappearance of the corresponding arguments from literature
(but not from popular culture) may appear to pose something of a conun-
drum. Consideration of the origin and nature of the writing elite, the ‘ora-
tors’ in our model of the rhetorical situation, makes the phenomenon
less puzzling. As in the Soviet period, so in independent Ukraine the fea-
ture that distinguished Ukrainian writers from the rest of society was the
practice of writing professionally in the Ukrainian language. Advocating
changes that would lead to a reduction in the size and importance of the
Ukrainian readership and the Ukrainian cultural sphere more generally
was contrary to Ukrainian writers’ immediate social interests. Having been
compelled during the Soviet period to occupy an equivocal position,
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appearing to embody the flowering of Ukrainian letters while endorsing
policies leading to ever greater identification of Soviet culture with Russian
culture, Ukrainian writers – ideological conformists as well as overt and
covert dissidents – abandoned the rhetoric of benign cultural rapproche-
ment between Ukraine and Russia as early in the period of glasnost’ as it
became safe to do so. Given that elements of Russian culture (popular
music, television, popular fiction) retained a powerful presence in every-
day life in most parts of Ukraine well after the fall of the USSR, and that
in consequence Ukrainian writers continued to apprehend their position
in the cultural life of their country as somewhat marginal, it is scarcely
surprising that they displayed little interest in maintaining a Eurasian
orientation in their part of the cultural sphere. The phenomenon of Kurkov,
the Russian-language writer who addressed a bilingual or Russian-speaking
audience, on the other hand, illustrated the unusual situation of open
choice between cultural and geopolitical models. Equally well positioned,
from the perspective of likely audience appeal, to become an advocate
either of a single Russophone cultural space for the post-Soviet coun-
tries, or of a Ukrainian nation-state accommodating the cultures of all its
citizens, Kurkov chose the latter, opting for the more European and more
modern alternative.

The direction of geographical rhetoric in contemporary Ukrainian lit-
erature that involves an autarkic, self-referential symbolization of space
is the most obvious alternative to the no longer viable Eurasian orienta-
tion. Released from Soviet-era propagandist obligations, many writers
redefined their cause as the fashioning of a system of political, social and
cultural institutions and practices within which their social role as a spe-
cialist culture-shaping elite made most sense: the nation-state, conceived
of as the expression and guarantor of a national culture. They could rely
on the sympathetic attention of a Ukrainophone audience of similarly
patriotic conviction. The rhetoric of space in the works of such writers
involved focussing sharply on identifiably Ukrainian places and the people
who inhabited them in order to allow the (often tragic) dignity of both
to shine forth. Reminiscent of the populist strategies of some intellectuals
in stateless European nations during the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, this course carried with it a risk of self-isolation and thereby of
losing the context of Others against whose background the sought-after
dignity of the national Self could be asserted. Critics who have had little
patience for such insular quests sometimes labelled representatives of
this rhetorical position as ‘nativists’ (Hnatiuk, 2003: 121).

Finally, there is to be considered the rhetorical stance of the friends 
of a European orientation. Writers who took this position can be 
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seen, independently of their own intentions and self-perceptions, as 
representing the interests of Ukrainian culture by asserting its presence and
therefore dignity in the context of other European cultures. Their erudition
within the European literary and philosophical tradition strengthened
the plausibility of the claim that Ukrainian literature and culture gravi-
tate toward Europe. From a materialist, not to say cynical, perspective, of
course, they could be and were seen also as pursuing the pragmatic advan-
tages that European connections could bring a writer: grants, invitations
to travel to the West, and the relative prestige at home that flowed from
recognition abroad. From this standpoint the audience to which they
appealed could be seen as comprising not only the increasing readership
in Ukraine that espoused European values, but also professional readers,
especially members of the domestic and foreign scholarly communities,
involved in the culture of grant-giving.

The ‘nativist’ and the Europhile positions were different responses to the
predicament of Ukrainian culture as the culture of a nation burdened by
a recent political domination whose cultural consequences continued 
to be palpable throughout its first years of independence. Each of the
two positions was radicalized to some extent by the need to maintain a
polemical distance from the other. But at the same time the more revealing
texts representative of each conceded that the opposing side, too, had
some purchase upon the truth. Thus Andrukhovych structured Twelve
Rings as the narrative of a homecoming, while Kononenko, amidst her
nativist resentments, recognized the irrevocably globalized nature of the
contemporary world.

Notes
1. The research for this chapter was made possible by grants from the Ukrainian

Studies Support Fund (Victoria, Australia), the Ukrainian Studies Foundation
in Australia Ltd., and the School of Languages, Cultures and Linguistics,
Monash University.

2. This and all subsequent translations are mine.
3. Published in the journal Berezil’, nos. 6–11, June–November, 2004, and Kurier

Kryvbasu, nos 187–92, June–November, 2005.
4. In addition to Mann’s essay ‘Gedanken im Kriege’ (1914), quoted here, 

see his more extensive text of 1918, Gedanken eines Unpolitischen (Mann,
1993).

5. The most sustained inquiry into the meaning of central Europe for contem-
porary Ukrainian culture is Ola Hnatiuk’s chapter dedicated to this topic, and
focussed on the work of Iurii Andrukhovych, in her book Farewell to Empire:
Ukrainian Discussions on Identity (Hnatiuk, 2003: 173–220).

6. See Montesquieu, 1989: 231–45; Herder, 1968: 10–33; and Winckelmann,
1942: 122–23.
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Summary: This chapter examines the origins and significance of three
holidays – ‘Liberation Day’, ‘Victory Day,’ and the ‘Day to Remember
the Perished’ – introduced at various times in Soviet and post-Soviet
Ukraine to commemorate the German-Soviet war of 1941–45. Under
Brezhnev, while the institutionalized collective memory of the ‘Great
Fatherland War’ became the main integrating myth of the Soviet Union,
‘Victory Day’, which embodied it, developed into the most popular
holiday. The ‘Great Fatherland War’ and ‘Victory Day’ today divide
independent Ukraine, as a growing number of people reject the old
Soviet war myths and demand that the Soviet style ‘Victory Day’ be
changed into a European style ‘Remembrance Day.’

*

Gorbachev’s glasnost’ opened the Pandora’s box of Soviet problems and
eventually led to the USSR’s demise. In the process, many communist
lies, legends and myths were put to test and debunked. The ‘Great
Fatherland War,’ however, was rarely challenged and ‘Victory Day’ is still
officially celebrated as if it not only marked the expulsion of the Axis
forces from the USSR, but also brought peace and freedom to the whole
world. The ‘Great Fatherland War’ provided a powerful unifying myth
among many in the Soviet republics even though it did not prevent per-
estroika and glasnost’ from undermining the Communist party and the
eventual break-up of the Russian dominated USSR.

Ukraine’s post -independence government retained the Soviet imper-
ial holidays and their accompanying ideological constructs and political
implications. Initially Soviet era holidays lost much of their importance,
but this changed with the election of President Leonid Kuchma in 1994.

5
Managing Memory in Post-Soviet
Ukraine: ‘Victory Day’ or
‘Remembrance Day’
Roman Serbyn
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That year marked the 50th anniversary of Ukraine’s ‘liberation.’ A wave
of local celebrations swept the country from east to west, following the
Red Army’s path of ‘liberation.’ The date marking Ukraine’s ultimate lib-
eration was changed from 14 to 28 October, to coincide with the expulsion
of Axis troops from Transcarpathian Ukraine, later annexed by the USSR.
With the approach of the 50th anniversary of the war’s end, the notion
of ‘victory’ again overshadowed that of ‘liberation.’ Ukraine celebrated
the event together with Russia and Ukrainian veterans participated in
the military parade on the Red Square. Ukrainian veterans received com-
memorative medals minted in Russia with Russian-language inscriptions.
A further impetus to the revival of the myth of the ‘Great Patriotic War’
in Ukraine came from the Russian discovery of the place where
Kuchma’s father fell during the war. In 1999, imitating Russia, Kuchma
restored 23 February in Ukraine as Red Army Day – only labeling it
‘Defender of the Fatherland Day.’

President Kuchma demonstrated his loyalty to the official Soviet inter-
pretation of the ‘Great Fatherland War’ in his speech at the 55th
anniversary of ‘Liberation Day’: ‘There were, there are, and there will
remain unchangeable truths, impervious and holy, which are not sub-
ject to fleeting winds and political whims’ (Gerasimov, 2000: 870). The
‘unchangeable truths’ was the old Soviet interpretation of the war. The
President was echoing the position of the leadership of Ukraine’s Red
Army Veterans Organization. In 2000, a special committee headed by
General Ivan Gerasimov, its president, published a commemorative vol-
ume entitled Immortality, to honor the fallen men and women of the
Red Army and Soviet partisans. On the General’s instructions, the editors
denied the two-pronged struggle of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA),
against the Soviets and the Germans, and asserted that the Ukrainian
nationalists ‘fought as hirelings of fascist Germany, against the countries
of anti-Hitlerite coalition’ (Gerasimov, 2000: 8). Five years later, the
Communist-led veterans organization maintained its position but
President Kuchma now spoke of ‘mutual forgiveness’ and ‘reconcilia-
tion’ between the ‘uncompromised’ part of former UPA members and
the Red Army veterans (Prezydents’kyi visnyk, 29 October 2004). The rec-
onciliation thesis became a favorite topic before the 60th anniversary of
VE-Day for the President Elect Victor Iushchenko. However, neither the
old president, nor the new, questioned the celebration of ‘Victory Day’
or challenged the theoretical foundations of the ‘Great Fatherland War.’
As a result, reconciliation is unlikely. As for the Ministers of Education,
both the last one from the Kuchma administration and the first of the
successor government ordered history teachers to use of the concept of
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the ‘Great Fatherland War’ when talking about World War II in their 
lessons.1

Russia’s allegiance to the old Soviet symbols is easily understood: it
inherited the old Soviet myths and holidays. What is more puzzling is
the persistence of tribute in Ukraine to what national democrats regard
as a colonial past. In 1995, some protested against Ukrainian veterans’
receiving Russian commemoration medals and demanded that veterans
of non-Soviet military formations like the Ukrainian Insurgent Army
(UPA), and the SS Division Galicia be officially recognized on par with
veterans of the Red Army. Some pointed to the fact that although the
Red Army had freed Ukraine from Nazi Germany, it had not ‘liberated’
it. Others suggested renaming ‘Victory Day’ as ‘Remembrance’ or ‘Memorial
Day.’ This chapter will illustrate how the manner of celebration reflects
the division within Ukraine between pro-EU and pro-Russian sections of
its population. It will show how, in the ideological divide between pro-
European national-democrats and pro-Eurasian Russophiles, Soviet-style
‘Victory Day’ draws Ukraine ‘East’ whereas a ‘Remembrance Day’ would
bring the country in line with European practice.

Several hours after Germany attacked the USSR, on 22 June 1941,
Viacheslav Molotov took to the airwaves to announce that, just as ‘our peo-
ple answered Napoleon’s campaign against Russia with a fatherland war,’
so will ‘the Red Army and our entire people once more lead a victorious
fatherland war for the Motherland, honor, and liberty (Pravda, 23 June
1941).’ The Vice-President of the Council of Commissars and Commissar
for External Affairs closed his address with this assurance: ‘Our cause is just.
The enemy will be smashed. Victory will be ours.’ The next day, the full
text of the broadcast was printed on the title page of Pravda (23 June 1941).
The official organ of the Communist party also ran a page-long analysis
of the situation by a noted party ideologue, Emilian Iaroslavskii, signifi-
cantly titled ‘The Great Fatherland War of the Soviet People’ (Pravda,
1941).2 Thus, the German–Soviet conflict was hardly a day old when it
received a name that became its standard Soviet appellation. In the fol-
lowing days, both texts were published in Ukrainian (Komunist [Kyiv], 24
June 1941) and in the languages of the other union republics, while the
Russian texts came out as brochures, destined for mass distribution.3

Iaroslavskii’s pamphlet was reprinted many times, in large editions. When
a collection of Stalin’s own pronouncements on the war was later printed,
the notion of the ‘great fatherland war’ was incorporated into the title, and
only the ‘Soviet people’ was replaced by the more appropriate ‘Soviet
Union’ (Stalin, 1943).4 Stalin’s book was reprinted many times and became
required reading for Soviet citizens, both during the war and for some



time after it. Study groups were set up in factories and teaching estab-
lishments for the purpose discussing and analyzing the work. Such was
the true origin and the path of dissemination of the concept of ‘the great
fatherland war,’ which official historical mythology later attributed to
the imagination and the patriotic fervor of ‘the Soviet people.’5

Iaroslavskii’s article highlighted three ideas which eventually would
characterize the myth of ‘the Great Fatherland War’: (1) the patriotic or
‘fatherland’ nature of the war, (2) the liberation of the occupied territor-
ies, (3) the final victory over the enemy. Iaroslavskii argued that the war
was of such great historical importance for the fatherland that every citizen
would unhesitatingly sacrifice ‘all his energy, his will, his knowledge and,
if need be – his life, for victory over the enemy.’ The whole Soviet Union,
he claimed, would rise against the aggressor, as the peoples of Russia did in
the ‘fatherland war’ of 1812. Because the German forces had only begun
their advance into Soviet territory, the author dwelled on the previous
‘liberations’ by the Red Army – that of western Ukraine, western Belarus,
the Baltic States, and Bessarabia.

Victory – the leitmotif of the Soviet war effort until Germany’s ultimate
defeat, had become a familiar slogan well before the war. Since Stalin’s
‘revolution from the top’, officials habitually spoke of successes in military
terms calling them ‘conquests’ and ‘victories.’ On the very day that
Germany began its attack, a Kyiv newspaper published ‘Stalin’s six con-
ditions for victory’ (Shist . . ., 1941). Ironically, the article dealt with agri-
culture, not war. With the outbreak of hostilities, triumph over Germany
took precedence over the struggle for other ‘victories.’ But just like
Stalin’s recent war against the peasants during the collectivization, his
war with Germany would exact countless sacrifices. In each case, Stalin
deemed no price too high, no cost in material resources or human life
prohibitive. As the war with Germany progressed, ‘victory’ was added to
the arsenal of slogans like ‘Motherland’ and ‘Stalin,’ and was used to
rally the population against the German invader. After the war, Stalin
immortalized this victory with a national feast day, celebrated the 9th of
May. ‘Victory Day’ came to symbolize all that was holy in the state-
controlled collective memory of the ‘Great Fatherland War.’

If the USSR was to win the war, Moscow had to ensure the loyalty (or at
least a friendly attitude) of the non-Russian republics which shielded the
Russian core from the Axis onslaught – Ukraine, Belarus, and the recently
annexed Baltic states. Berlin tried to do the opposite. A war of propa-
ganda ensued: the Nazis claimed that Germany was leading a crusade to
‘liberate’ eastern Europe. The Communists retorted with the assurance
that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was ‘Fatherland’ to all its
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inhabitants whose personal fate, as well as the destiny of their republics,
were inextricably tied to the welfare of the Russians and the whole Soviet
Union. Of particular concern to the Soviet authorities was the attitude
of Ukrainians, who lost most of their national elites in the repressions of
the terrible thirties, were decimated by the famine-genocide, but who
still numbered some forty million people. Kremlin went out of its way to
foster a Soviet Ukrainian patriotism and harnessed to this task those of
the Ukrainian cultural elites who were still alive. Pavlo Tychyna, Maksym
Ryls’ky, and other prominent Ukrainian poets were prevailed upon to
write patriotic verses, some of which were even published in Moscow’s
Pravda (Tychyna, 24 June; Ryl’s’kyi, 25 June).6 A public meeting of intel-
lectuals in the Ukrainian capital was held at the Opera House on 27 June.
Oleksandr Korniichuk, a playwright turned politician, declared, with more
aplomb than accuracy: ‘We all rose together with our people, as one man,
in the great fatherland war, for honor, liberty, and motherland’
(Obshchehorodskoe sobranie, 1941).7 Ten days later – for the first time in
the two-week old war – the government of Soviet Ukraine addressed the
Ukrainian people. In a rare display of Ukrainian patriotism, it recalled
the country’s historical figures – Danylo of Halych and Hetman
Khmelnytsky – and openly appealed to the Ukrainians’ sense of ethnic
and republican pride (Do ukrains’koho narodu, 1941).

After the Axis conquered Ukraine, the Ukrainian topic lost its import-
ance for the Soviet press, which now concentrated its attention on Russian
nationalism. Nevertheless, Ukrainian political and cultural elites, evacu-
ated to the Soviet interior, continued to provide the regime with propa-
ganda to be sent behind the enemy lines. With the Red Army’s reconquest
of Ukraine, Ukrainian elites returned and helped make the Soviet regime
acceptable to a population, which had gotten used to a life without
Communists. Concurrently, the returning regime had to combat Ukrainian
nationalists, who were strong in the west and had even made inroads into
central and eastern Ukraine. Soviet propaganda was geared to show that
Ukrainian ‘bourgeois nationalists’ ‘sold their country’ and its people into
Nazi slavery, and that only the Red Army, made up of Russians and all the
other Soviet peoples, could save Ukraine. When the advancing Soviet
forces reached Ukrainian territory they were renamed into four ‘Ukrainian
fronts’ – an obvious gesture towards Ukrainian national pride. A new
medal for bravery was named after the Ukrainian cossack leader Bohdan
Khmelnytsky.8 Reconquered territories were designated as ‘liberated.’

In October 1944, the Red Army completed its reconquest of the territory
that belonged to the Ukrainian SSR before the German invasion. On 14
October the event was celebrated as a ‘Feast of Liberation.’ In Kyiv, party,
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state, and cultural dignitaries assembled at the Opera to listen to
Khrushchev’s tirade against ‘Ukrainian–German nationalists’9 – the
‘enraged madmen in German service,’ who try to sow enmity between
the Ukrainian people and the fraternal peoples of the USSR (Kyivs’ka
pravda, 20 October 1944). Ryl’s’kyi once more wrote poems for the occa-
sion. Taking the slogan of ‘liberation’ literally, the poet declared: ‘Ukraine,
Soviet Ukraine, is free, happy and radiant because a free, happy and radi-
ant Union of peoples fought for it, defeated the enemy, and won it back’
(Kyivs’ka pravda, 15 June 1944). The rest of the population celebrated the
event with meetings and gatherings, at their work places, for even
though it was recognized as ‘a great holiday of the Ukrainian people’
(Kyivs’ka pravda, 15 October 1944),10 the day was not declared work-free.
A few weeks later, on 6 November, Ukraine celebrated the anniversary of
the ‘liberation’ of its capital in 1943. That day’s issue of Kyivs’ka pravda was
wholly dedicated to the event and once more Ukrainian writers were
featured prominently (Sosiura, 1944). Although the celebration of
Ukraine’s ‘liberation’ from Nazi occupiers preceded the celebration of
Soviet victory over the Third Reich, it was the latter event that eventu-
ally became entrenched as Ukraine’s national holiday.

When applied to western Europe, ‘German expulsion’ and ‘national lib-
eration’ are two sides of the same coin, for those countries were liberated in
the true sense of the word: they acquired liberty. The liberation of western
Europe was further sealed by the Allies’ ultimate victory over the Third
Reich. In eastern Europe the situation was different: neither the expulsion
of the Germans (officially termed ‘liberation’) nor the subsequent sur-
render of the Third Reich (actual victory of the Soviet state), brought liberty
to people. While Soviet Russians needed no convincing of their great vic-
tory over Germany, not all non-Russians were convinced about the ‘liberty’
brought by the Red Army. Not surprisingly, the Soviet war myth focused
on ‘victory’ rather than ‘liberation.’ There was yet another and, perhaps,
a more important reason for this choice: the word ‘victory’ evoked military
grandeur, so cherished by Soviet establishment, and the event provided
a date on which to celebrate it.

Germany capitulated at Rheims on 7 May 1945 and western allies cele-
brated the event the next day. Stalin insisted on a more formal and sym-
bolic surrender in the German capital. A second ceremony took place and
a document was signed, bearing the date of 8 May, and the hour of 23:00
central European time. That date became known VE-Day in the US and
Europe. In the Soviet Union, however, a government promulgated a decree
on 8 May 1945 establishing 9 May a work-free ‘Feast of Victory.’ On that
day, parades, public meetings, concerts, street dancing and fireworks
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took place in Moscow and across the USSR. Preparations for the celebra-
tion had begun weeks in advance. In Kyiv, party and state functionaries,
cultural leaders, and local officials met on 27 April under the chairmanship
the Secretary for Propaganda of the Communist Party of Ukraine, to review
the preparations and give final instructions for the Victory Day festivities
across the republic.11 The cultural resources of the capital were mobilized:
poets to finish the huge collective poem ‘To Victory’, writers to help the
mass media, actors to stage relevant theatrical performances, orchestras to
give public concerts, and so on. Mass rallies were planned in sports arenas
and children were to bring flowers to hospitals and gravesites. Sky projec-
tions, air balloons, fireworks and gun salutes were discussed. Someone even
suggested building a huge ‘Dragon of Fascism,’ which would be burned on
the Dnipro River. What the planners missed was made up by genuine pop-
ular enthusiasm for the termination of the war. The first Victory Day cele-
brations proved an unmitigated success (Tychyna, 1945).

Victory Day was celebrated in 1945, 1946 and 1947. On 23 December
1947, an inconspicuous note in Pravda informed the public that the fol-
lowing 9 May would be a regular workday. The laconic announcement
gave no reason for this downgrading. Presumably economic consider-
ations (to gain an extra work day) did not play a role as New Year’s Day
was simultaneously declared a work free holiday (Kyivs’ka pravda, 1947).
A more plausible explanation is that the work-free Victory Day was not
conducive to the development of a glorified image of the war desired by
Stalin. It gave the citizens time for unsupervised recollections of the horrors
of war. For that reason, in 1947 war amputees and other handicapped
veterans were removed from Moscow, Kyiv and other major cities
(Tumarkin, 1994: 98).12 The ‘Great Fatherland War’ had a glorious ring to
it, but lingering personal memories were often more disparaging than
edifying and could not be allowed to contradict the official image. Victory
Day was not abolished, but the commemoration became supervised.
Assemblies, lectures, and meetings with veterans were held but in the
restricted atmosphere of the workplace and the educational institutions,
where discussions of the past could be strictly controlled.

As the reconquering Red Army pushed deeper into Ukrainian territory,
the ‘liberation’ myth took a peculiar twist, with more and more emphasis
put on the ‘liberator’ than the ‘liberated’ and their newly acquired ‘lib-
erty.’ ‘We offer our sincere gratitude to the great Russian people and to
all the fraternal peoples of the Soviet Union, to the Bolshevik party and
to you, the head of the Soviet government, the great leader of peoples
and of the heroic Red Army, for the mighty aid in liberating the
Ukrainian people,’ declared a joint address of the state and party leaders
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of the Ukrainian SSR to Stalin (Kyivs’ka pravda, 15 October 1944).
Subsequently, expressions of gratitude to the elder brother became an
essential part of all public discourse on ‘liberation.’ After the war, Stalin’s
well known ‘toast to the great Russian people,’ whom he characterized as
‘the most notable of all the nations that make up the Soviet Union’ and the
‘directing force among all the peoples of the Soviet Union’ (Literaturan
hazeta, 5 June 1945), further reinforced the idea of Ukraine’s debt to the
Russian ‘elder brother.’ ‘The Ukrainian people are grateful to you, the
Russian people, for your help in fulfilling the eternal dream of Ukrainian
people for reunification [with Russia], liberty, and national independence,’
declared the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet at its session of 30 June 1945. ‘Your
sons, together with the sons of other peoples cleared the land from the fas-
cist filth’ (Literaturna hazeta, 4 July 1945). For several more years, the theme
of Ukraine’s gratitude to the elder Russian brother imbued government
declarations, academic and educational material, and Ukrainian literature.

In official discourse the term ‘liberation’ was usually accompanied by
qualifiers such as ‘from foreign (German, fascist) invaders.’ ‘The heroic
Red Army completely liberated the territory of Soviet Ukraine from the
German–fascist invaders’ states a government address to the Ukrainian
people (Kyivs’ka pravda, 15 October 1944). The practice suggests a con-
cern for precision. However, the focus on the ‘fascist invader’ from ‘the
West’ diverted attention from the unpleasant fact that the ‘communist
liberator’ from the east brought no liberty to the ‘liberated’ people.
Everyday life belied communist leaders’ claims that ‘Ukraine once more
became a free Soviet Socialist Republic,’ or that ‘the banner of freedom,
happiness and independence’ once more flew over its land.

During the rest of Stalin’s reign, Victory Day remained a workday while
the regime tried to ensure popular memory fit the official mould. Schools
organized rooms or corners dedicated to the memory of the war. Veterans
were sent to schools and to factories to give sanitized account of their war
experiences. A commission for the study of the Great Fatherland War in
Ukraine was set up in 1944 at the Institute of History of the Ukrainian
Academy of Sciences. It gathered documents and prepared censured ver-
sions for publication. In these works letters from ostarbeiters,13 for instance,
were edited to highlight the slave-like conditions endured by the Ukrainians
in Germany and their longing for the Soviet motherland. References to
good treatment from their German masters or an expression of the ostar-
beiters’ own distinctly Ukrainian patriotism were deleted.14

Under Nikita Khrushchev, ‘Victory Day’ remained a workday, with cel-
ebrations on two levels. The privileged party and state elites, joined by
delegates chosen from civic organizations and the arts, attended official

Managing Memory in Post-Soviet Ukraine 115



functions consisting of wreath laying at the monument to the unknown
soldier, political meetings, concerts, and receptions. Ordinary people
had to content themselves with more modest commemorations at their
workplaces and educational institutions: lectures, discussions, meetings
with veterans, and perhaps a musical or theatrical performance. After
work, people filled the streets and parks to watch fireworks and outdoor
dancing. When 9 May fell on a Sunday, as it did in 1964, the festivities
could be more elaborate and attract a greater number of participants.
Ironically, on that date, the last year of Khrushchev’s checkered career,
the head of the Soviet state was in Egypt opening the Aswan Dam
(Pravda Ukrainy, 10 May 1964).

Khrushchev’s reevaluation of Stalin’s role in Soviet history did not fail to
affect the fallen Generalissimo’s place in the war saga. The myth of the
‘Great Fatherland War’ could not be challenged, but it was freed from
Stalin’s overbearing presence. Stalin’s demotion gave more prominence
to the Communist Party, the Red Army and ‘the Soviet people.’

Victory Day regained its initial importance under Leonid Brezhnev.
Ironically, Ukraine seems to have played a central role in the revival of
what eventually became the main Soviet holiday. In 1964, Petro Shelest,
the First Secretary of the CP of Ukraine, received numerous requests from
Ukrainian oblasts for permission to put up obelisks and statues to mark the
20th anniversary of the ‘liberation’ of Ukrainian towns and villages, and to
pay tribute to those who gave their lives for the victory over Germany.
These requests were passed on to Moscow. The swell of popular demand
led the republic’s party boss to address the CPSU on 12 January 1965 with
a long plea, on behalf of the Ukrainian population, to have Victory Day
reinstated.15 Shelest reminded Moscow that Victory Day was celebrated as
a national holiday after the war. When it was cancelled in December 1947,
the people were deprived of the possibility of adequately commemorating
the event. He also noted that Ukrainians were ‘devising new rituals and
customs’ for Victory Day to honour ‘the millions of the best sons and
daughters of our Fatherland, who gave their lives for freedom and inde-
pendence of their Motherland and the happiness of the Soviet people.’

Shelest then invoked political and ideological imperatives for reinstat-
ing Victory Day as a national holiday:

This year, all progressive humanity will be celebrating the 20th
anniversary of the defeat of fascist Germany and the liberation of the
peoples of Europe from the hitlerite oppressor. Taking into consider-
ation the global significance of the historical victory of the Soviet
people in the Great Fatherland War of 1941–1945, and the numerous
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requests from the workers of our republic, the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of Ukraine considers it necessary to mark
Victory Day on a large scale. The occasion should be used to propa-
gandize the limitless vitality of the Soviet system and its superiority
over obsolescent capitalism, to show the source of strength and invin-
cible power of the Soviet state and its army, to demonstrate the object-
ive laws [obiektivnoi zakonomernosti] governing the victories of the
Soviet armed forces and the inevitable defeat of any aggressor in a war
against the countries of international socialism. In our view, this has
become all the more necessary, since the West-German revanchists
started saber-rattling, threatening the world, and endangering the safety
of peoples, while the governments of imperialist states continue to
take a criminal stance on the question of militarizing West Germany.

Shelest concluded his proposal with a recommendation that 9 May be
declared a work-free national holiday, and that on that day military
parades be staged in Moscow, the republican capitals, and the cities that
were awarded the title of ‘hero-city’ for their contribution to the war
effort. Battle sites should be embellished with ‘monuments of military
glory,’ memorial plaques, and commemorative shields. The Ukrainian
leader also recommended that a ‘Day to Remember the Perished’ be
organized with lectures, speeches, discussions, and meetings with par-
ticipants in the ‘Great Fatherland War.’

Shelest’s message expressed two genuine concerns. First, millions of
Ukrainian men and women had died in the terrible German–Soviet war,
and almost every family had lost someone. After years of neglect by the
authorities, Ukrainians began to demand that their loved ones be honored
in a dignified manner. Second, Ukraine’s communist leaders, sensed the
need to bolster their own position by reinforcing the stability and unity
that had been shaken by Khrushchev’s reforms. They felt the need for
consolidation more than did leaders in Moscow and thought a revived
cult of the Great Fatherland War, anchored in Victory Day would be
appropriate. The question was discussed in Moscow and the Party plenum
in March 1965 decided to resume the study of the Great Fatherland War
and to revive Victory Day.

The ‘Day to Remember the Perished’ mentioned by Shelest in his let-
ter, was one of the specifically Ukrainian ‘new rituals and customs’ that
he sanctioned in his bailiwick. By the mid-sixties, two decades had passed
since the Red Army had reconquered Ukraine from the Axis and a
decade since the last units of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army were
crushed. Life was becoming more normal even in Ukraine’s previously
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guerrilla-ridden northwest. In 1964, 9 May fell on a Sunday and the
Party bosses of Rivne decided to compete with the religious services for
the war dead by organizing a ‘secular requiem’ (hromadians’ka panakhyda),
a quasi religious ceremony in cemeteries, but without priests. The authori-
ties called it – ‘The Day of Remembering the Dead’ (Den’ pamiati pomer-
lykh). The event was a great success and the experience was repeated with
equal enthusiasm a year later, but this time on May 8, as May 9 had become
an official state holiday, with its own agenda. The local report concerning
the 1965 celebrations later stated: ‘The population of the oblast’, including
religious believers, passionately endorse the ‘Day of Remembering the
Dead’ and propose that it be held every year.’16 There were thus two very
different ideas on how to commemorate the end of the war: Remembrance
Day or Victory Day. The former was in line with the rest of the world, while
the latter reflected the ideological imperatives of Moscow.

During the Brezhnev years numerous museums and monuments were
built dedicated to the Great Fatherland War. Kyiv’s war museum, erected
on a slope overlooking the Dnipro River, was topped with a metal statue
of a female warrior named ‘Motherland.’ Lacking feminine graces and
motherly looks the statue spoils the gentle horizon of Kyiv’s rolling hills
with its horrendous bulk. Brezhnev inaugurated the museum complex
on 9 May 1981. Eventually Ukraine got over 40,000 memorials dedicated
to the Great Fatherland War – from large museums to small wall plaques.
They constantly remind the old and the young of their Soviet father-
land’s military glory. The term ‘fatherland’ itself had a certain ambiguity
for Ukrainians.17 It could refer to either the whole Soviet Union or just
the Ukrainian republic. A similar confusion resided in the notion of
‘people’ (narod ), which could designate the Soviet population in general
or just the one of its component national groups, like the Ukrainians.
Such terminological ambiguity was convenient for the regime as it
intentionally confused the identity of the USSR with its republics.

Schools obviously provide a convenient setting for sustained indoctrin-
ation on the war issue and generation after generation of Soviet citizens
would receive their basic knowledge and understanding of the war in
the classroom. Already in 1941, several weeks before the new school year
began, the director of the Kharkiv Institute for the Improvement of
Teacher Qualifications wrote in a Ukrainian educational newspaper:
‘The war for the fatherland obliges us to show the heroic past of our people,
not only in those grades where the subject corresponds to the school
program (grades 8–10), but also in all the other grades. The first task of
teachers this year, from grade 1 to grade 10, should be to familiarize the
pupils with the great fatherland war of the Soviet people against German
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fascism’ (Iatchenko, 1941). After the war, schools continued to dispense
ideologically colored interpretations of the war and naturally produced
graduates who understood the war as the regime wanted them to.

A 1970 teacher’s guidebook on the methodology of teaching the history
of the Ukrainian SSR explains that the history of Ukraine is to be treated
as an integral part of the history of the USSR within which the war held
a key role. Ukrainian students had to be made to understand that ‘the fra-
ternal friendship and unbreakable union of the Ukrainian and Russian
peoples grew in the battles with the fascist invaders, during the Great
Fatherland War.’ As they studied history, students were to be ‘guided to
come to the conclusion that it was only because of the leadership of the
Communist party that Soviet Ukraine – an integral and inalienable part of
the USSR – gained its sovereignty for the first time in history, united all
its lands, and appeared on the international arena as an equal member
of the United Nations Organization’ (Lysak, 1970: 5).

By the end of the Brezhnev era, the unchallenged and practically unchal-
lengeable myth of the ‘Great Fatherland War’ had reinforced within the
majority of Ukraine’s population an awareness that their nationality was
an integral part of a wider Soviet reality. Ukrainians came to identify
with the wide spaces of the Soviet Union, and to refer to ‘our Caucasus,’
‘our Vladivostok.’ They felt proud of their status as a world superpower;
they enjoyed the fear and the respect that their great country commanded
abroad. There was, of course, a minority that rejected this outlook, criti-
cized the regime for the abuse of human rights and the Russification of
the non-Russian republics, but these critics had little public impact.

Accordingly, ‘Revolution Day’ may have been the most important state
holiday, but for the population ‘Victory Day’ had become the holiday they
could relate to. The seasons favored it: May is usually a pleasant month,
especially in Ukraine, and much more suitable for public parades and pri-
vate celebrations with family and friends. The war had touched every fam-
ily and parents and grandparents were still alive to tell their stories. By the
end of the war, almost the whole population had someone in the Red Army,
fighting on the same side of the battlefront – a point skillfully exploited
by Soviet ideologues to justify the idea of a unified Soviet population.

There are many reasons why Ukraine continues to commemorate
Victory Day. For decades veterans celebrated this date together with their
families and friends and there is nothing to indicate they will change
their habit. Powerful Russophile and neo-soviet organizations lobby the
government to maintain it; in particular the Communist Party of Ukraine,
the Communist dominated Organization of Veterans of Ukraine, and the
Russian controlled ‘Ukrainian Orthodox Church (Moscow Patriarchate).’
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Similar attitudes are cultivated by organizations uniting Ukrainian citi-
zens of Russian ethnic background and Russified ethnic Ukrainians.

During the post-war years, the Ukrainian homo sovieticus acquired 
a Soviet–Ukrainian identity. They were conscious of their distinctiveness
from Russians, but at the same time felt a strong attachment to the
Soviet reality, in which the Russians, their culture and language held the
centre stage. In the development of this subliminal hyphenated iden-
tity, the mythicized history of the ‘Great Fatherland War’ played a major
role. Developed as part of an ideology for the consolidation of the USSR,
the myth retained its hold on Ukrainians even after formal political sep-
aration from Russia. Had Ukraine’s post-Soviet government wished to
‘nationalize’ the old Soviet war myth, it could have done so in one of
two ways. One was to shift the focus of the war experience from the 
pan-Soviet ‘Victory Day’ (9 May) to a distinctly Ukrainian ‘Liberation
Day’ (28 October). Another solution would have been to keep the 9 May
date but change ‘Victory Day’ into ‘Remembrance Day’ and commemo-
rate it along the lines of the Rivne model of 1964. Instead, the entrenched
old guard keeps ‘Victory Day’ unchanged.

One of the consequences of maintaining the refurbished old Soviet
holiday and its accompanying problematic political myth, is that they
exclude and demonize the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, and justify the con-
tinued refusal of the government to officially recognize it. Thus, 15 years
after independence, the government continues to deny veteran status to
the members of the only military organization that fought for Ukrainian
independence during the Second World War. This is in contrast to India,
where the government officially recognizes the war-time pro-Japanese
India National Army. No less important, official perpetuation of the war
myth impedes the reconciliation of Ukrainians who fought on opposing
sides. In the ideological divide between pro-European and pro-Eurasian
forces, Soviet-style ‘Victory Day’ draws Ukraine to Russia, whereas a
‘Memorial/Remembrance Day’ would bring it more in line with the
practice of western Europe.

Notes
1. Private communication to the author from teachers in Lviv and Kyiv.
2. The Russian adjective ‘otechestvennaia’ is often translated as ‘patriotic’, but

‘fatherland’ or ‘for the fatherland’ is closer to the original meaning.
3. On 25 June 1941, Pravda stated that Iaroslavsky’s article had already been

printed, and that Molotov’s speech was about to be published.
4. Originally the designation of the new war was written in small letters; by

1943 ‘Great’ and ‘Fatherland’ were capitalized – a sign that the expression
was acquiring ideological significance.
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5. Even well informed scholars remained under the spell of the popular myth.
Eight years after the fall of the communist regime Ukrainian historian Mykhailo
Koval’ referred to the war as the struggle ‘which the people named ‘the Great
Fatherland War’.’ (Koval’, 1999: 5).

6. Pravda published the poems in the Ukrainian language.
7. See also: Korneichuk, (1941).
8. Khmelnytsky was a convenient historical figure for Moscow ideologues.

Leader of a successful Ukrainian revolution against Polish rule, then Hetman
of a fledgling cossack state, Khmelnytsky eventually accepted the Tsar’s
suzeraintly. The treaty agreed to in Pereiaslav in 1654 was glorified by Soviet
propaganda as a longed-for Ukrainian ‘reunion’ with Russia.

9. Khrushchev’s curious appellation was widely used for a few years by the
media and even in ‘scholarly’ literature.

10. ‘Velyke sviato ukrains’koho narodu.’ The whole issue of the paper was dedi-
cated to the ‘liberation’ of Ukraine.

11. A 12 page stenographic report of the meeting is preserved in TsDAHO
(Central State Archive of Civic Organizations), F. 1, op. 70, spr. 305.

12. Tumakin’s claim that the war invalids ‘were rounded up off the streets of the
larger cities and sent off to special colonies in the far north.’ was recently
confirmed by the Russin historian Yuri Afanasev. Cf. http://www.newsru.com

13. ‘Workers from the East’ designated Soviet men and women, mostly from
Ukraine and Belarus, who either volunteered or were forcibly deported for
labor in Germany.

14. This is revealed by the various materials prepared for publication: TsDAVO,
(Central State Archive of Higher Governmental Organizations) F. 166, op. 2,
sp. 102.

15. TsDAHO, F. 1, op. 24, sp. 5998, ark. 10–11.
16. ‘Informatsiia pro provedennia v Rovens’kii oblasti ‘Dnia pam’iati pomerlykh’,

TsDAHO, F. 1, op. 70, spr. 2572. ark. 4–9.
17. In Ukrainian ‘bat’kivshchyna’ or ‘vitchyzna.’ The latter was closer to the

Russian ‘otechestvo’ and its derivative was used in the expression ‘Velyka
vitchyzniana viina.’
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Summary: Ukraine’s foreign policy since 1991 has wavered between
two alternatives of integration – either into Russian dominated CIS
structures or into the European Union. At the end of 90s the
government seemed to have decided in favor of the EU. But, from the
beginning of this century, Russia has been trying to involve Ukraine
closely into its own structures, mainly, the CES. This chapter reviews
Ukraine’s eastwards and westwards orientations and examines the
possible implications of integration into the EU or the CES.

*

Ukrainian foreign policy orientations

After Ukraine gained independence it had no well thought out foreign
policy. This was despite the ‘Guidelines for Ukrainian Foreign Policy,’
which has remained the country’s major foreign policy strategy docu-
ment since it was approved by Parliament in July 1993. This document
does not clearly define priorities or methods of implementation and con-
tains a number of contradictions which are now characteristic of Ukrainian
foreign policy.

Three orientations are reflected in the Guidelines. One envisaged a
reintegration into the post-soviet space. This de facto pro-Russian tendency
was supported by those upset by the collapse of the USSR and desirous
of restoration. The second envisaged Ukrainian neutrality, similar to
that of Switzerland or Sweden. This was backed by those who feared that
differences between pro- and anti-Russian groups could split the coun-
try, and that neutrality was the best way to guarantee independence and
territorial integrity. The fact that Ukraine then possessed the world’s

6
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third largest nuclear arsenal (more than 3000 warheads) made this
option particularly attractive. Finally, the third orientation assigned pri-
ority to relationships with the EU and called for integration into its
institutions. At the time, this option had few supporters.

This ambiguity was called ‘multipolarity’ and reflected the indecision
of the entire country about its future. Today Ukraine still confronts a dif-
ficult choice between the Common Economic Space (CES – or SES, Single
Economic Space) and the EU (Libman, 2005). Despite all the signed docu-
ments, and the slow emergence of a distinct EU tendency, there still
remains a considerable gap between Ukrainian declarations and its behav-
iour concerning European integration.1 Ukraine, for its part, has not
realized the terms of the Association and Free trade Zone (FTZ) agree-
ment, while the EU is not particularly interested in Ukraine. This stand-
off cannot go on for-ever and both parties must clearly define mutual
objectives and fulfill mutually agreed obligations (Chaly, 2005: vol. 1: 91).

Relations with Russia since 1991

The major feature of Ukrainian–Russian relationships since 1991 has
been ambiguity Vasylenko (2004). On the Ukrainian side this is explained
in part by the Russophile attitudes of some of its citizens and a number
of its political and economic elite. This was reflected in each of the last
three presidential elections during which the relationship with Russia
played an important role. Nevertheless, at crucial moments some higher
officials were able to successfully resist pro-Russian pressure – even after
President Kuchma agreed to the initial concept of the CES. On 12
September 2003, for example, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs, Justice
and Economy signed a document declaring Ukraine’s wish to participate
in the CES and its FTZ. Simultaneously, all three ministries prepared a
number of clauses in the draft agreement on the CES that effectively
nullified it. Due to such activities and active opposition of many within
the country’s elites, Ukraine also introduced a clause into the September
2003 CES agreement stipulating that its participation would be subject
to the provisions of its constitution. The Ministry for Foreign affairs,
meanwhile, had already noted that the CES agreement contravened 8
articles of the constitution.

The Russian intention since 1991 has been to keep Ukraine within its
sphere of influence as part of its broader desire to maintain great-power
status after the collapse of the USSR. Initially this was understood as recon-
structing the USSR, but by 2000 Russia began attempting to maintain its
influence by incorporating Ukraine into the various supra-national
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political and economic structures that it controls, and of which the
major institution today is the CES (Margolina, 2005: vol. 1: 89; Speckmann,
2005: vol. 5: 9). Leaving aside issues of messianism and imperial nostal-
gia, Russia has three main interests in Ukraine (Perepelytsya, 2004: 
vol. 10: 18–24):

1. It wants a united Eastern-Slavic geopolitical area
2. It needs Ukraine’s human resources2

3. It needs Ukraine’s transport and communication networks.

In Ukraine, meanwhile, a psychological sense of kinship many of the
country’s citizens feel with Russia is at odds with the reality of political
and economic differences the two countries have with each other. At the
beginning of the century Ukrainians were also more pro-Russian than
pro-CIS, and elite (researchers and politicians) and popular opinion con-
cerning relations with the eastern neighbours differed.3 During the fol-
lowing years these have differences have lessened – but they remain
(Russian–Ukrainian cooperation . . ., 2003: vol. 1: 41–5; Results of polls,
2005: vol. 4: 43).

Relations with Russia since 1991 might be divided into five phases.
The first, between 1991 and 1994, was characterized by permanent polit-
ical conflicts threatening the stability of the whole continent. Nonetheless,
both parties were prepared to negotiate their differences. During the 
second phase, up to 1997, this conflict decreased, especially after both sides
had concluded a number of basic agreements and established a legal
framework for further relationships. The third phase, up to 2001–2002,
when Ukraine’s opposition tried to impeach Kuchma, was the most 
stable one and could be considered an interim period. The fourth period,
completed in autumn 2004, was ambivalent. On the one hand, Russia
exploited Kuchma’s international isolation at the time to increase pres-
sure on Ukraine and realize some of its key objectives – like reversing the
Odessa–Brody pipeline. On the other hand, this provoked a backlash
and resistance in Ukraine.

The current phase is also ambivalent. On the one hand, Russia con-
sidered the results of the 2004 elections as a defeat and intensified its
efforts to keep Ukraine within its hegemonic sway, as shown during the
December 2005 gas crises when Putin attempted to trade energy for vas-
salage – although natural gas is only one means Russia has at its disposal
(Rahr, 2004: vol. 3: 6). On the other hand, some Russian businessmen in
Ukraine do not regard the country as a place to dominate, but rather, as
a base for entering European markets. These men supported Yushchenko



and the relationship suggests the possibility of a moderate thought-out
policy of bilateral relationships between Ukraine and Russia.4 Ukraine,
for its part, did not have a consistent Russian policy and by simply reacting
to whatever Russia did hardly contributed to clarity.

Integration into the EU as a strategic objective: the
Partnership and Cooperation Agreement

The EU had two approaches towards its immediate eastern neighbours;
one with the central–eastern European states involved membership,
while the other, with the former soviet republics, involved only cooper-
ation. With respect to Ukraine, the EU was interested primarily in disarma-
ment and nuclear weapons, whereas Ukraine was concerned with political
and economic assistance and a legal framework for future relations. In 1994
both parties signed a Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA)
that contains a footnote referring to the possibility of free trade between
both parties.5 But today the PCA no longer meets Ukrainian expecta-
tions and might possibly be changed.

Since the end of the 1990s Ukraine has very actively promoted the idea
of future EU-membership.6 Seeing the successful integration of its western
neighbors, Kyiv made integration into the EU its strategic objective and
began asking for association and market economy status as well as for a
free trade area.7 Ukraine hoped for association status by 2007 and to
establish real pre-conditions for EU-membership by 2011.

‘Kuchmagate’ and Kuchma’s subsequent reorientation to Russia ser-
iously damaged Ukraine’s reputation and stalled discussions. Foreign
affairs minister Hryshchenko confirmed Ukraine’s EU orientation but, at
the same time, criticized EU policy towards Ukraine and described the
CES as a positive opportunity for Ukraine (Hryshchenko, 2003: vol. 12:
4–7; Budkin, 2004). Although this glitch in ‘eurointegration,’ reflected
the interests of most EU officials and of Russophile Ukrainian high offi-
cials, the EU nonetheless continued to extend cooperation with Ukraine
and approved in 1999 the Common Strategy policy document, which
welcomed Ukraine’s ‘European choice’ and outlined the following main
objectives: (1) support for democratic and economic reforms in Ukraine,
(2) joint solution of European problems, (3) mutual cooperation in the
context of EU-Enlargement. The document states: ‘the EU will study 
the conditions . . . which could enable a free trade zone between Ukraine
and EU in the future’ (EU Common Strategy . . ., 1999). This strategy
promised to become an important milestone in the EU’s attitude towards
Ukraine.
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The next important EU document on Ukraine was the European
Commission Neighborhood Policy.8 Initially proposed as a substitution
or addition to the PCA, it was criticized by Ukrainians during the Hague
Summit of July 2004 because they disliked being included into the same
group with Mediterranean countries with no mention of a definite option
of future membership. (Official Statement, 2004). Thanks to this criticism
and the ‘Orange Revolution’ the February 2005 ‘Action Plan EU–Ukraine’
had more options than initially envisaged, but still did not contain clear
provision for future Ukrainian membership. Today Ukraine’s short-term
objective is to conclude a new agreement (the PCA and the Action Plan
expire in 2008) that would definitely stipulate a membership option for
Ukraine.

Developments since the ‘Orange Revolution’

The 2004 presidential elections, during which the EU supported the
democratic opposition, condemned the falsifications and assisted in
resolving the political crisis, became an important watershed in EU-
Ukraine relations.9 Yet the EU offered less support than the US because
of Russian pressure, which seemed at the time to have split it once more
into ‘old timers’ and ‘newcomers.’ Nonetheless, shortly after the third and
final round of elections, expectations in Ukraine about its ‘EU-prospects’
were high. These included:

• The establishment of rule of law in the country
• Prosecution of corruption
• EU recognition of Ukraine as a market economy country
• Membership in the WTO
• The opening of EU and Ukrainian markets to each other
• Liberalization of visa requirements to the EU
• Development of trans-european networks
• A strengthening of institutional capacities related to European 

integration
• A pro-EU majority in Ukraine and a positive image of Ukraine abroad.

But gradually this euphoria disappeared and now both sides are more
cautious and realistic. In Ukraine it was hoped that the new government
would make a definite turn towards the EU and explicitly distance itself
from the CES. But even though Ukraine still conducted talks with the CES,
the Head of the European Commission Delegation in Ukraine, Ian Bug,
positively evaluated the new government’s first moves: ‘I would like to
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note the considerable progress of Ukraine in democratization. . . .’ (Bug,
2005: vol. 45: 4). Since then, President Yushchenko has failed to secure
the overwhelming support of the entire country for ‘eurointegration.’
He abolished the position of vice-premier on European integration 
and has not been able to coordinate his government’s eurointegration
activities. Nonetheless, by the end 2005 the EU did acknowledge Ukraine
as a country with a market economy and confirmed its readiness to 
start consultations on a new agreement immediately after Ukraine meets
the political objectives specified in Action Plan. That year’s Ukraine-EU
summit (held in Kyiv for the first time), resolved the following:10

1. there had been considerable positive change of atmosphere in
mutual relations

2. to acknowledge Ukraine as a market economy
3. to sign a memorandum of understanding on energy policy
4. to arrange flight connections
5. to cooperate in the ‘Galileo’ civil satellite navigation system.

Finally, Ukraine and the EU are also drafting an agreement on 
re-admission – with EU visa regulations being dependent on effective
Ukrainian policing of its borders.11

What will happen, of course, is unknown. In general, Ukrainian EU
policy is strongly influenced by both internal and external factors and
today Ukraine is standing at the crossroads. In Ukraine, the euphoria of
the Orange Revolution has faded and many remain pro-Russian. In the
EU itself we see growing mistrust towards EU institutions, the rising influ-
ence of the Right, budget difficulties and growing problems with non-
European immigrant minorities (Editorial, Expert, . . . 2005: vol. 43: 15)
However, provided Kyiv meets its declared obligations, it seems quite
likely that it could reach its middle-term objectives on EU-integration.

Economic relations between the EU and Ukraine

These figures indicate a steady reorientation of Ukrainian trade towards
the EU, especially, if we compare them with 1996 data when 51.4 per
cent of exports and 63.5 per cent of imports were from CIS countries,
and 11.1 per cent of exports and 15.7 per cent of imports were from the
EU (National Security and Defense, 2003: vol. 11: 9). The EU is also the
major investor in Ukraine, accounting for US$ 2.4 billion (36 per cent of
all FDI in Ukraine). After EU enlargement this rose to US$ 3.7 billion 
(55 per cent of all FDI in Ukraine) (FDI, 2004). Two important obstacles
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to further economic cooperation are the EU’s anti-dumping probes and
measures (respectively 3 per cent and 5 per cent of all EU anti-dumping
probes and measures) which are far higher than Ukraine’s share in over-
all EU trade turnover (0.4 per cent), and its restrictions on Ukrainian
access to EU ‘sensitive sectors’ specifically, agriculture, metallurgy, chem-
icals and high technology. In short, it will not be easy for Ukraine to
integrate economically with the EU because to meet EU standards and
requirements and be sufficiently competitive, Ukraine has to modernize
and attract more foreign investment – which will not come until the
government provides a more transparent, stable and suitable environ-
ment for investors.

The benefits and losses to Ukraine of possible
integration into the CES

Almost all the structures defining relations between the post-soviet
republics are dominated by Russia, which considers the old soviet space
its sphere of influence. Ukraine’s involvement in the CES , accordingly,
is a matter of crucial concern to Russia.12 To gain more support in Ukraine
the Kremlin briefly promulgated the idea that the CES would help
Ukraine join the EU – ‘Into Europe together with Russia.’ Significantly,
the slogan did not mention the EU, which made it politically meaningless
in so far as the EU and Europe are not synonymous. This either reflected
the ignorance of whoever sponsored the slogan, or their wish to exploit
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Table 6.1 Ukrainian trade turnover (%)

Before enlargement After 
(2004), (%) enlargement (%)

With EU 20.0 38.0
With CIS 42.0 42.0
With Russia 35.0 35.0

Table 6.2 Ukrainian export and import (%)

Export (%) Import

To EU-15 34.0 33.4
To CIS 26.0 50.0
To Russia 18.7 37.6

Source: (UkrStat, 2005).



the common misconception that confuses the two terms in the interests
of increasing pro- Russian sympathies. Ukraine, for its part, did not
regard participation in the CES to be at odds with its aim of eurointe-
gration and remained cautious with CES integration plans.13 A number
of people see no prospects at all for CES participation. Parliamentary
deputy Sobolev has noted that an interest to buy resources cheap and sell
products dear to Russia, while Russia tries to sell resources dear to Ukraine,
could not be a basis for union (Sobolev, 2005: vol. 46: 18) Hrytsenko
(2003) believes the CES project will fail just like other post-soviet inte-
gration projects (CIS, EuroAsian EC, GUUAM), because from its begin-
nings it was nothing more than a slogan used to win votes by Russian
and Ukrainian elites in the 2004 elections. Sushko and Fylypchuk (2005,
vol. 23) believe the ‘so – called Common Economic Space is a typical
product of the corrupt post-soviet autocracy that ignores national interests.
De facto all we get is a germ of a new tight integration structure – a so
called geopolitical anti-EU.’

Nonetheless, possible benefits (mostly short-term) could include the
following:

1. Easy economic cooperation with the former soviet republics thanks
to the still existing old soviet infrastructural and personal networks.
Elimination of post-1991 barriers could also facilitate economic ties
between the former republics.

2. Cooperation in the old military–industrial complex would allow
Ukraine to remain competitive in armaments and high-tech in the
world market.

3. Use of production facilities in other CES member states and access to
cheap raw materials – of considerable importance to Ukraine and all
the old soviet republics because their factories are so wasteful of
resources – especially for major Ukrainian export industries such as
metallurgy and chemicals.14

4. In so far as other CES countries have lower production standards than
the EU they provide easier markets for Ukrainian semi-finished and
manufactured goods than the EU.

Possible losses for Ukraine stemming from CES membership include
losing the EU-membership option if it actually enters the CES Customs
Union. Should that happen, Ukraine would have to change many regu-
lations and procedures which it now has in common with the EU.
Moreover, if as a member of the Customs Union Ukraine continued to
obtain fuel below the world market rate, it would have little incentive to
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modernize plant and infrastructure and thereby would be uncompeti-
tive in world markets. Ukraine, however, is unlikely to join the Customs
Union. Regardless of any possible short-term gains, the government knows
that given Russia’s current hegemonic ambitions, as a CES member,
Ukraine, like all the other CES members, would quickly find itself under
Russia’s thumb. In addition, three of the CES’s four members also belong
to the Eurasian EC, which means Ukraine cannot have relations with
the CES separate from this third organization that has obligations and
plans apart from those of the CES. Curiously, analysts all too often ignore
this important interrelationship.15

Russia, as might be imagined, for political and economic reasons dis-
likes Ukraine’s dallying because it sees the CES as an entity with a free
trade zone and customs union, which members cannot chose to ignore
at their pleasure.16 Moscow has made this explicit in various CES declar-
ations and statements, although it has yet to explain how Russia, Belarus
and Kazakhstan would fulfill their obligations in both the CES and the
Eurasian EC.

What does integration to the Common Economic 
Space mean for Ukraine?

If Ukraine joins the CES customs union it would exclude itself from the
EU. But otherwise how it would fit into the CES and what impact its sub-
sequent political subordination to Moscow might have in other areas is
unknown. Ukraine should obviously cooperate with all post-soviet states
including Russia, but not so as to negate its aim of EU membership – an
admittedly difficult task. Taking into account its location ‘between a
bear and an elephant,’ Ukraine must clearly keep relationships open on
both sides. Given that cooperation with the CES possibly could be bene-
ficial and not impede its EU ambitions for as long as it does not enter the
customs union, Kyiv must nonetheless prevent the CES from becoming an
instrument Russia can use to unilaterally impose its will on Ukraine 
(Burakovsky, 2005: vol. 20). Ukraine’s wish to limit its participation in
the CES to the FTZ is opposed by its other members. Nevertheless, if
Ukraine can come to terms with them concerning this crucial issue and
that of unification of legislation, then CES membership might not neces-
sarily become a barrier to Ukrainian EU membership.

Analysts who have studied the issue remind us that the CES and EU,
which in theory seem similar, in fact are very much different from each
other. The latter, unlike the former, has democracy, rule of law, and does
not have one single dominant member. Whereas the EU remains primarily
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an economic project, the CES is primarily a political project. Within the
CES Ukraine would end-up with a Russian style strong presidency and
weak party system. Within the EU Ukraine would end-up with a parlia-
ment republic with strong self-governance and developed party system.

While the CES option does provide certain economic benefits, as noted
above, they are subject to Russian political interests – as the 2005 gas
crises clearly demonstrated. In the long term, therefore, the EU option
promises greater benefits. The EU has a bigger market and more avail-
able investment capital than the CES, and EU membership would force
Ukrainians to modernize in order to compete.17 In addition, Ukraine could
obtain from the EU considerable assistance for improvement of infra-
structure. In cultural terms, eurointegration is not simply an issue of
membership or non-membership in some union, but a civilization choice
for Ukraine. Ukraine’s choice will clearly influence not merely Ukraine
itself, but the future development of Russia and Eurasia.

Finally, although a portion of the country is unfavorably disposed
towards the EU it is unlikely that it would resort to violence to oppose
Ukrainian membership. The same cannot be said of those opposed to
the CES option, especially in western Ukraine. Equating Ukrainian inte-
gration into the CES with a renewal of Russian rule, such people will very
likely oppose integration in the CES and thereby plunge all of Europe
into crises.

Conclusions

Since Ukraine gained its independence in 1991 its EU policy, as shown
in Table 6.3, has undergone many changes. There were a periods when
it was actively promoted, periods when it was not considered as a priority,
periods of euphoria and high expectations, and periods of disappoint-
ment and unbelief. But the EU alternative has slowly emerged as the
country’s primary focus both de jure and de facto. It has now become a
clear alternative to a pro-Russian policy and the government must make a
clear final decision one way or the other and act accordingly. Naturally,
Ukraine must avoid taking any steps that might be construed by Moscow
as anti-Russian.

Although Ukraine will not become a full EU-member in the near
future, its membership in the CES has little importance for as long as it
does not enter the Customs Union. Significant as well is that the gas
crises of December 2005 weakened pro-Russian groups and made more
people pro EU. Within the EU, meanwhile, even before the crises, 51 per
cent of respondents in a poll conducted in France, Germany, Great
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Britain, Italy, Spain and Poland supported Ukraine’s EU-membership
within next decade (Bezdolny, 2005: vol. 48: 6).

Notes
1. Ukrainian authorities as of 1 January 2005 had adopted the following documents

related to European integration: the President – 19 decrees and 5 ordinances;
the Cabinet of Ministers – 27 decrees and 26 ordinances; Parliament – 20 laws

Ukraine’s European Policy as an Alternative Choice 133

• 2.12.1991 – EC Declaration on
Ukraine acknowledged the
democratic nature of referendum
on independence issue

• 6.04.1992 – Ordinance of the EC
Commission to the Ministers
Council for negotiations on the
conclusion of the PCA with
Ukraine, Russia, Belarus and
Kazakhstan

• 14.09.1992 – first meeting of
presidents of EU and Ukraine
(Kravchuk and Delors)

• 5.05.1993 – Agreement between
the European Communities and
Ukraine on textile trade

• 16.06.94 – PCA signed (ratified
by Ukraine on 10.11.94; on
1.03.1998 by the EU)

• 4.10.1994 – EU's strategy on
Ukraine

• 28.11.1994 – EU's Common
Opinion on Ukraine

• 6–7.06.1996 – EU acknowledged
the Ukrainian economy as a
‘transition economy’

• 5.09.1997 – first Ukraine–EU
summit

• 24.02.1998 – Decree of the
President ‘On realizing the PCA’

• 8–9.06.1998 – first meeting of the
Council on Cooperation between
the EU and Ukraine. Ukraine first
declared its wish for association
status with EU

• 11.06.1998 – President’s decree
‘On Ukraine’s integration to 
the EU.’

• 11–12.12.1998 – EU Summit in
Vienna decided to develop an EU
strategy on Ukraine 

• 23.07.1999 – EU Summit in Koln
started work on establishment of
free trade with Ukraine

• 11.12.1999 – EU Common
Strategy on Ukraine

• 14.09.2000 – Program of
integration of Ukraine into the EU

• 17.01.2002 – ‘Recommendations
following the plenary hearings
on European integration’

• 30.04.2002 – Communication of
the President to Parliament
‘European Choice: Concepts for
economic and social
development for 2002–2011’

• 11.11.2002 – first meeting
EU–Ukraine in troika format 

• 17.03.2003 – execution of the
bilateral Ukraine–EU agreement
on market access 

• 25.11.2004 – EU declared
elections in Ukraine not
democratic and free

• 21.02.2005 – Council of the
European Union approved
Action Plan Ukraine–EU

• 1.12.2005 – Ukraine–EU 
summit in Kyiv and EU
acknowledgement of Ukraine 
as a market economy

Table 6.3 EU–Ukraine relationships since 1991



and 10 decrees. By 2004 Ukraine and the EU concluded 21 agreements and
24 conventions.

2. Russia urgently needs immigration, for example, and Ukraine is a source
(Boshenar, 2004).

3. 28 per cent of experts and 59 per cent of citizens considered relationships with
Russia and the CIS as a priority; 48 per cent of experts and 29 per cent of citi-
zens considered relations with the EU a priority; but at the same time 67 per
cent of experts and 61 per cent of citizens believed in 2000 that Ukraine
should enter the EU in the next 5–10 years! (Pashkov and Chaly, 2005).

4. Russia is Ukraine’s second foreign trade partner (after the enlarged EU), and
Ukraine is Russia’s third largest foreign trade partner.

5. Signed on 16.06.1994; ratified by Ukraine on 10.11.1994 and by the EU on
1.03.1998. (PCA with Russia was ratified on 1.12.1994, although it was
signed on 24.06.1994). The PCA is in force for 10 plus one years.

6. By January 2005, the President of Ukraine had adopted 19 decrees and 5 ordi-
nances on the issue; the government approved 27 decrees and 26 ordinances;
and Parliament adopted 20 laws and 10 decrees. In addition, Parliament on
17 January 2002 established a Committee for European Integration.

7. The first aim was clearly defined in the ‘Strategy for Ukraine’s integration to
the EU’ as the ‘main priority of Ukraine’s foreign policy in the mid-term’
(preamble) and Ukraine should have reached it when its western neighbors
joined the EU.

8 On 11 March 2003, the European Commission approved the document
‘Wider Europe – Neighborhood: A New Framework for Relations with our
Eastern and Southern Neighbors.’

9. For example, the European Parliament on 13 January 2005 issued the
‘Resolution on Ukraine,’ which evaluated the EU-Neighbourhood Policy as
insufficient and a membership option for Ukraine. On the Ukrainian side there
were a number of extremely optimistic declarations made by high officials.

10. This year saw agreements on steel trade for 2005–2006 (with fixed limits on
quantity), on textiles (without limits for Ukraine) and for a 250 million Euro
loan from the European Investment bank. Negotiations also began in the
autumn 2005 for visa facilitation.

11. Ukraine cannot yet conclude this agreement with the EU because it has not
yet made the same agreement with Russia. Ukraine does not want to be a
‘collector’ of illegal immigrants on the EU-border.

12. The major CES structures are: September 1993 – Economic Union within the
CIS; April 1994 – Agreement on a CIS Free trade zone; January 1995 – the 
customs union between Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan, later joined by
Kyrgyzstan and Tadjikistan that served as the basis for the Common Economic
Space; October 2000 – the Eurasian Economic Community; February 2003
and September 2003 – the Common Economic Space (Russia, Ukraine,
Belarus and Kazakhstan). Among the institutions, created in post-soviet area
without Russia was GUUAM – later GUAM – (1999) and the Baltic–Black Sea
Union.

13. As of November 2005 Ukraine had agreed to sign 20 agreements within the
framework of the CES. By doing so Ukraine agreed to consider 40 of the 93
agreements required to establish the CES in full, and determined 29 of them
were of top-priority.
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14. For every 1 USD of its GDP Ukraine consumes 5.5 times more energy than
CEE countries and 12 times more than OECD countries.

15. Within the latest structure the FTZ and Customs Union is being realized with
the intention of integrating further the member states. Significantly, the CES
project (one among two statutory documents) was prepared by representa-
tives of the Eurasian EC!

16. The FTZ could initially result in losses for Russia if it is introduced without
exemptions and restrictions; for example, before it increased oil prices Russia
was already losing almost US$1 billion per year in its Ukrainian exports.

17. The difference between these two structures becomes evident by comparison
of GDP, population and other key data. For example, the GDP of the EU is
approximately US$10 trillion and its population is 450 million. The respec-
tive figures for the CES are US$ 700 billion and 230 million.
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Summary: This chapter analyses the European Union’s support for
democratic transformation in Ukraine and points to an initial
inconsistency between its declared goals and implemented policies. More
recently the European Neighbourhood Policy (May 2004) introduced
elements absent from earlier arrangements. European Union leaders can
now offer additional integration incentives to Ukraine that should have
a stronger impact on Ukraine’s democratic transformation.

*

Democracy related issues in EU foreign policy

Beginning with the Single European Act the European Union devoted
more attention to human rights and democratic principles in its pol-
icies. The Treaty on European Union of November 1993 already made it
explicit that ‘it is one of the main objectives of the common foreign and
security policy to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of
law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. In the
same way, European Community development co-operation policy shall
contribute to the general objective of developing and consolidating
democracy and the rule of law, and to that of respecting human rights
and fundamental freedoms’ (Commission Communication #567, 1995: 2).
Throughout the 1990s the EU, accordingly, put more emphasis on
democracy in its external policy.

The Treaty of Amsterdam of 1997 proclaimed human rights a corner-
stone of EU external policy, then the Nice Summit of December 2000
proclaimed the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights and called for more
coherence between the EU’s external and internal policies. According to
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‘The European Union’s Role in Promoting Human Rights and
Democratisation in the Third Countries’ (8 May 2001), promoting human
rights and democratisation was to be a high priority of foreign policy
and would encompass all assistance and enhancement programs relating
to third countries. (Commission Communication #252, 2001). In May
1995 the Commission adopted ‘On the Inclusion of Respect for
Democratic Principles and Human Rights in Agreements between the
Community and Third Countries,’ which defined human rights as an
‘essential element’ of the Community’s contractual relations (Commission
Communication #567, 1995: 11). The same approach is reflected in regu-
lations defining the framework for technical assistance and financial
cooperation. Although these are unilateral measures, they contain explicit
references to human rights and democratic principles as an essential ele-
ment of cooperation. They provide for taking appropriate action,
including suspension of cooperation, if human rights and democratic
principles are seriously violated. This formula is used in TACIS Regulations
(Technical Assistance for the former Soviet Union and Mongolia)
(Commission Communication #567, 1995: 11).

There are two reasons for the appearance of this emphasis on democ-
racy and human rights in the EU’s external agenda during 1990s. First,
closer integration within the EU led to a strengthening of the European
Commission and the evolution of a common EU foreign policy alongside
the policies of individual member states. Second, the end of Cold War
and the need to help east European countries overcome the communist
legacy encouraged the EU to develop the appropriate instruments, which,
as an organization of mature democracies, it lacked. Actually, to a great
extent, the European Union is still learning how to promote democracy
in partner countries.

EU support for democratic transformation in Ukraine

Democracy is most commonly defined as a political system characterized
by: free elections, civil liberties, the rule of law, independent judiciaries
and effective, accountable institutions, an open and pluralist civic society,
a free media, and civilian control over the military (Diamond and Plattner,
2001: xi). Based on these criteria, various scales can be constructed to rate
countries according to their levels of democracy or political transform-
ation. America’s Freedom House looks at the electoral process, civil society,
the media, national and local democratic governance, and the judiciary
to measure the level of democracy.1 The Bertelsmann Transformation
Index looks at such indicators as governmental effectiveness, political
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participation, the rule of law, the stability of democratic institutions and
the degree of political and social integration (Bertelsmann Transformation
Index, 2005).

Until the Orange Revolution Ukraine was not considered a democratic
country by these criteria and the Council of Europe continuously criti-
cized it for corruption, media suppression, and abuse of human rights.
According to Freedom House figures, Ukraine’s democracy score in
1999–2004 was between 4.6 and 4.5 (on a scale of 7). This was the best
score among post-Soviet countries in 2004, but lower than that of new
member states – which averaged 2.03 (Nations in Transit, 2005). In the
fall of 2000, when the president himself was allegedly involved in the
Gongadze murder, and in January 2004, when attempts were made to
carry out political reform by unconstitutional means, Ukraine almost had
its membership in the Council of Europe suspended. Also, the 2004
presidential election campaign was hardly free and fair. Ukraine, in short,
could be seen as ‘defective democracy’ (neither a consolidated democracy
nor an autocracy) (Beichelt and Pavlenko, 2005:51). Since the Orange
Revolution there have been improvements in freedom of speech, civil
society, and the electoral process, but Ukraine is still not democratic in
the European meaning of the term.

To say that this state of affairs had to do with lack of strategy and consist-
ency on the part of the European Union would overestimate the role of
external factors in Ukraine’s political transformation. Both Ukraine’s poor
democratic performance and the Orange Revolution, which improved
Ukraine’s record, are clearly domestic products. Nonetheless, in line with
its declared foreign policy objectives the EU actually could have played a
stronger and more consistent role in supporting democratic transforma-
tion in Ukraine. Given that Ukraine’s foreign policy remains consistently
pro-European, the European Union will be able to exercise influence as its
power ‘. . . to influence is clearly strongest for those European states that
have membership aspirations, even when this is not reciprocated for the
time being by the EU’ (Emerson et al., 2005:177).

The European Union and Ukraine in the 1990s:
democracy is not on the agenda

After the collapse of the USSR the issue of democracy in Ukraine, or for
that matter any other post-soviet country, was not high on the EU’s
agenda. Until the end of the century the EU was more interested in pre-
serving stability in the post-Soviet space, and followed a ‘Russia-first policy.’
The EU did not think Ukraine could maintain its independence. It 



considered the Russian dominated CIS the successor of the Soviet Union,
and even feared violence in the wake of the return of exiled Tatars to
their native Crimea. Also, the EU was disturbed because Ukraine still then
possessed nuclear weapons and was refusing to shut down the Chernobyl
nuclear plant. Even if the EU had been concerned with democracy in
Ukraine, moreover, it had no legal basis upon which it could ask Ukraine
to comply with its requirements until 1998 when the Partnership and
Cooperation Agreement, signed four years earlier between the two sides,
came into effect.

Ukraine, for its part, began making meaningful initiatives indicating 
a willingness to join the international democratic community only from
the mid-1990s. In 1994 it joined the NATO Partnership for Peace Program,
in 1995 the Council of Europe, and in July 1997, the NATO–Ukraine
Charter on a Distinctive Partnership. Those years also saw Ukraine mak-
ing its first overtures to join the EU when President Kuchma expressed
Ukraine’s wish to join at the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly
in Strasbourg in 1996. In June 1998 he adopted what he called a
National Strategy of Integration into the EU, which stated that Ukraine’s
long-term strategic goal was full membership in the EU. Only after these
preliminary steps were taken did the European Union begin to pay more
attention to Ukraine as an independent country and the degree of its
democracy.

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement 2

The Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) is the legal framework
for EU-Ukraine relations. It is the same agreement the EU offered all the
former soviet republics. The PCA emphasises the importance of democ-
racy and the rule of law: ‘respect for democratic principles and human
rights . . . underpin the internal and external policies of the Parties and
constitute an essential element of partnership and of this agreement’
(Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, 1994: Art 2). Article 6 states:
‘Political dialogue . . . envisages that the parties endeavour to cooperate
on matters pertaining to . . . the observance of the principles of democ-
racy, the respect and promotion of human rights, particularly those of
minorities and shall hold consultations, if necessary, on the relevant
matters.’ Apart from political dialogue the PCA does not provide any
mechanisms to achieve this objective; it merely allow for expression
of democratic issues in bilateral relations. For instance, Article 59,
‘Education and professional training,’ provides for the professional
training of civil servants and teachers within which issues pertaining to
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promotion of democracy could figure as priorities. In addition, the PCA
Cooperation Council could also include democracy among the issues it
deals with. However, the Joint Report on Implementation of the Partnership
and Cooperation Agreement between Ukraine and the EU released in
March 2003 ( Joint Report, 2003) hardly touched upon matters pertaining
to democracy, and the PCA did little else than establish a Subcommittee
on Justice, Freedom and Security, under the EU-Ukraine Cooperation
Committee in 2005, to deal with democracy and the rule of law.3 The
PCA, therefore, has little power to promote democracy and even this
limited potential remains inert. Nonetheless, as shown below, successful
cooperation on issues related to democracy beyond the scope of the PCA
is possible given the political will and funding.

Cooperation in justice and home affairs

Cooperation between the EU and Ukraine in Justice and Home Affairs
( JHA) is important for two reasons. Firstly, it serves as an example of
how active and efficient cooperation on certain issues is possible once a
decision is made to cooperate. Not envisaged by the PCA, the JHA was
born in December 2001 because of the need to deal with crime on the
Ukrainian–EU border. The EU–Ukraine Action Plan on Justice and Home
Affairs (the first ever action plan for EU–Ukraine cooperation) stipulates
concrete objectives and the instruments for implementing, monitoring,
evaluating and identifying priorities, and has adequate funding from
TACIS – €60 million for the years 2004–2006. Secondly, cooperation
between the EU and Ukraine in Justice and Home Affairs, to limited
extent, deals with issues pertaining to democracy and rule of law. A sep-
arate section of the JHA Action Plan includes measures to strengthen the
judiciary, rule of law and good governance in general. This presupposes
support for a reforming judiciary, training for judges, an ombudsman,
and increasing institutional transparency and accountability. The JHA
Action Plan presupposes cooperation both via political dialogue at the
ministerial level and cooperation on the working level.

Financial assistance

TACIS

The main technical assistance instrument for Ukraine as well as other
post-Soviet countries is the TACIS programme. Ukraine is its second
largest beneficiary after Russia. Its Indicative Programme for Ukraine
2004–2006 envisages a total contribution of €212 million. This was
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somewhat increased after the EU–Ukraine Action Plan was signed in
February 2005. While in 2004 Ukraine received approximately €70 mil-
lion, assistance for 2005 was increased to €150 million, and in 2006 to
almost €160 million. This assistance can be used to promote human
rights, democracy and the rule of law. Most of this money, however, is
directed towards economic issues. Thus, no more than €15 of €212 mil-
lion over the period 2004–2006 is envisaged for legal and administrative
reform; only €10 million for civil society, media and democracy, and €25
million for education and training – that is, to areas related to democracy
promotion. Even in such a field as strengthening of justice, commercial
law has priority. Out of €60 million envisaged for the Action Plan on
Justice and Home Affairs only a small amount is allotted for things other
than illegal migration and border control. TACIS money, moreover, goes
to government not civil organizations, which, in practice, limits EU sup-
port for civil society.

The European initiative for democracy and human rights

The European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights is one of the
main mechanisms of EU assistance to Ukraine in the domain of democ-
racy, human rights and civil society. In 2002–2004 Ukraine was one of
the focus countries under this initiative and got €5.3 million to improve
access to justice and monitor human rights. The value of this programme
is that it works through partnership with NGOs – giving funds without
host government consent. Regional and international organisations,
non-governmental organisations, national, regional and local authorities
and official agencies, community-based organisations, and public or pri-
vate-sector institutes and operators are all eligible. Unfortunately, how-
ever, this initiative has limited funding and has complicated application
procedures.

The European Commission and the Council of Europe
joint framework programmes

From the moment Ukraine joined the Council of Europe in 1995 the lat-
ter and the European Commission began joint programmes aimed at
consolidating democracy in Ukraine. During 1995–2005  five joint pro-
grams covering issues such as assistance in strengthening the independ-
ent judiciary, reform of local governments, training of officials, judges
and personnel in local and regional authorities, and the promotion of
human rights via legislative assistance were implemented. The budget of
the Joint European Commission and the Council of Europe Programmes
for Ukraine during 1995–2005 amounted to over €5 million.4
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EU member states

Besides common EU initiatives, individual EU member states have also
been providing financial assistance to Ukraine, which between 1996 and
1999 amounted €157 million. With regards to issues pertaining to democ-
racy, administrative and judicial reform, the key donors were Denmark
and Great Britain (Country Strategy Paper, 2001: 13 and Annex 5).
Between 2002 and 2004, France and Sweden also made important 
contribution to legislative, judicial and administrative reform (National
Indicative Programme, 2003: Annex 3).

Instruments of the common foreign and security policy 
(CFSP) of the EU

As noted, until the end of the century, the issue of democracy in Ukraine
was not high on the EU’s agenda. This was also true of CFSP instruments.
Indeed, neither the EU’s Common Position on Ukraine (November 1994)
nor a special action plan adopted in December 1996 mentioned democracy.
These documents only stressed continued support for Ukraine’s independ-
ence, its economic transition and its integration into the world economy.5

The European Union became more involved into promotion of democ-
racy in Ukraine following the Amsterdam Treaty (1997). It created 
a Secretary General of the Council of the European Union/ High repre-
sentative for the CFSP, and then in December 1999 adopted the Common
Strategy on Ukraine, whose objectives were support for Ukraine’s demo-
cratic and economic transition, and strengthened cooperation between
the EU and Ukraine within the context of EU enlargement (Common
Strategy, 1999). The turn of the century also saw numerous statements
and declarations about democracy in Ukraine. While none of this had
any impact on the undemocratic behaviour of Ukrainian authorities, the
role of the EU in the 2004 presidential elections showed the CFSP had
made it more active. The EU’s quick and uniform rejection of the official
results of the second round of the election and its support of the popular
protest against official fraud and machinations were instrumental in
Yuschenko’s peaceful victory, as were the personal initiatives of the
Secretary General of the Council of the European Union and High repre-
sentative for the CFSP Javier Solana, and those of the Presidents Valdas
Adamkus of Lithuania and Aleksander Kwasniewski of Poland.

The European Parliament

The role of the European Parliament must be mentioned separately as it
has always been instrumental in putting new ideas on the agenda and



promoting new policies. For instance, it was the European Parliament
that proposed including Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan into the
European Neighbourhood Policy in October 2003,6 and then the May
2004 Strategy Paper of the European Neighbourhood Policy took this
proposal into consideration. Parliament has been especially active on
issues related to democracy. In December 2005 its Committee on Foreign
Affairs adopted the Report on the European Neighbourhood Policy
which urges the EU to restrict, suspend or cancel aid to countries that
violate international standards of democracy. The same report proposes
the establishment of a special European fund to support initiatives pro-
moting democracy. The report also wants member countries to take part
in all community programmes dealing with culture, education, youth,
information, the environment, research and science. Long discussed
within the EU, these ideas have yet to be realized (Report #A6-0399, 2005).

It is also noteworthy that the European Parliament reacted much more
quickly and directly to Ukraine’s 2004 Presidential election than did
other EU institutions. Between the end of October and end of December
2004 it passed three resolutions. On 2 December it strongly condemned
‘the conditions under which the second round of the presidential elec-
tions in Ukraine have taken place,’ and then expressed ‘solidarity with
the Ukrainian people.’ It also called on Ukrainian authorities ‘to annul
the second round of the presidential elections and reorganise this sec-
ond round before the end of this year.’7 This very straightforward reac-
tion by foreign observers immensely encouraged democrats in Ukraine
at the time. In addition many European MPs visited Ukraine and
addressed protestors in Kyiv’s central square – something officials from
the Commission or the Council could not do.

This short review of EU initiatives in support of democratic transform-
ation in Ukraine indicates first and foremost the absence of a strategic
commitment to integrate Ukraine. It was exactly the prospect of accession
that played crucial role in transformation of central European states.
Given that the prospect of possible future membership for Ukraine is for
now too sensitive an issue for the EU, alternative integration incentives
such as giving it a stake in the EU’s market, or removing it from the visa
‘black’ list, would have an inestimable impact on all those in Ukraine
vitally concerned about democracy and help unite the country’s political
elite and society around the issue of reforms. As is, nothing mentioned
above goes beyond an envisaged ‘partnership’ relationship with the EU –
which is the same thing the EU offers Russia and Mediterranean countries.
Similarly, funding for Ukraine is meagre. However, the EU is not a unitary
actor and individual members not only have their own interests but
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influence. Accordingly, the European Parliament as a rule is more sup-
portive of Ukraine than is the Commission or the Council and does
influence some issues in Ukraine’s favour.

The role of the EU and its member states in developing civil society in
Ukraine, even if limited, must be recognized. Despite its shortcomings,
without years of EU support Ukrainian civil society would have been
much weaker and there might not have been an ‘Orange Revolution.’
Furthermore, the European Commission did allocate €1 million to sup-
port the Ukraine’s Central Election Committee as well as a variety of
technical assistance projects aimed at ensuring a fair election that year.8

The European Neighbourhood Policy – a stronger
instrument to promote democracy

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) and the first bilateral Action
Plans were new tools to promote democracy. The European Union now
began emphasizing on ‘democracy, pluralism, respect for human rights,
civil liberties, the rule of law and core labour standards are all essential
prerequisites for political stability, as well as for peaceful and sustained
social and economic development’ (Commission Communication #104,
2003). The Strategy Paper of the European Neighbourhood Policy adopted
in May 2004 and endorsed by the EU Council the next month, specified
that the EU’s goal was to create ‘a ring of countries, sharing the EU’s fun-
damental values and objectives . . .’ (Commission Communication #373,
2004). Significantly, these are not merely statements of intent because
the ENP includes concrete mechanisms missing from earlier policy
arrangements.

First, the EU–Ukraine Action Plan signed in February 2005 envisages 
a number of steps intended to promote democracy and rule of law. From
the Ukrainian side, the government’s April 2005 measures to implement
the Action Plan (adopted as a decree of the Cabinet of Ministers)9 contain
17 points intended to bring Ukraine closer to international standards of
democracy. It seeks to strengthen the stability and effectiveness of institu-
tions guaranteeing democracy, to enhance judicial reform, improve access
to justice, and to ensure the effectiveness of anti-corruption measures.

Secondly, via Action Plans, the ENP introduces conditionality – which
played a crucial role in EU accession for Ukraine’s western neighbours.
Thus, Javier Solana’s and Benita Ferrero-Waldner’s ten-point plan offered
Ukraine new incentives to reform that did not exist before, such as: support
for WTO accession and obtaining ‘Market Economy Status,’ a facilitated
visa regime for Ukrainians, increased EU financial assistance, including
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this time, the areas of democracy and rule of law, and, additional funding
from the European Investment Bank.10

Thirdly, the ENP envisages improving personal contacts or ‘socialization,’
understood as ‘multiple personal and institutional contacts – which
inevitably serve as a mechanism of “Europeanisation”’ (Mungiu-Pippidi,
2005:17). These include:

– Programs to foster people-to-people contacts that until then were
restricted to EU members and candidates such as the Jean Monnet
Action and Erasmus Mundus educational programs. In addition, the
EU plans to extend Taiex and Twinning to Ukraine – programs intended
to bring government bureaucrats up to European standards.

– Better cross-border cooperation. This includes Neighbourhood
Programs permitting a single application process, and single calls for
proposals and applications to INTEREG and TACIS. Additional funding
of approximately 20 million Euros is allocated to the Ukraine/
Belarus/Poland, Romania/Ukraine, Hungary/Slovakia/Ukraine and
the ‘Cadses’ Programs.

Fourthly, the EU is prepared to improve visa procedures and allow
long-term visas for certain categories of Ukrainian citizens. In June 2007,
specifically, Ukraine and the European Union signed the agreement on
visa facilitation, allowing easier access to visas for certain categories of
Ukrainian citizens ( journalists, students, university teachers, businessmen),
and the possibility of long-term multiple-entry visas for up to 5 years.

Fifthly, civil society development is a high priority for the ENP.
Although concrete tools to pursue this objective are missing as yet, they
can appear in programming documents under the new financial instru-
ment rubric (European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument).

Finally, the ENP introduces a monitoring mechanism missing under
previous policy arrangements. According to the Action Plan Plus,11 moni-
toring will be done at the end of the second year, and then again three
years after the Action Plan expires. Intermediate progress reports/assess-
ments are also supposed to be done within bilateral institutions (Summit,
EU–Ukraine Cooperation Council, EU–Ukraine Cooperation Committee).

Prospects for strengthening the EU’s role in 
promoting democracy in Ukraine

The European Neighbourhood Policy clearly strengthened the EU’s role in
supporting transformation in Ukraine. However, the EU could play an
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even stronger role if it did what it did for countries like Poland and
Hungary and simply gesture that ‘the door is open.’ In addition it could
also improve specific policy tools. First, it could provide more focused
financial assistance by clearly linking policy priorities to funds. For the
time being, for instance, there is a very weak link between the EU–Ukraine
Action Plan and TACIS funding. Nor is there a link between the PCA and
decisions taken within PCA bilateral institutions on the one hand, and
technical assistance within the new financial instrument on the other. A
mechanism to link country strategy papers and national indicative pro-
grams under the new financial instrument with policy priorities defined
within new contractual relationship between the EU and Ukraine is also
necessary.12 Accession Partnerships/European Partnerships applied in the
EU’s enlargement policy provide a good example of strengthening link-
age between policy objectives and funding. Second, while addressing
domestic reform needs, the EU’s assistance should link those both to the
prospect of EU-Ukraine integration in certain areas, and with Ukraine’s
inclusion into individual Community policies. The prospect of integra-
tion in certain areas 13 coupled with funding would help prioritize some
objectives over others and streamline reform. Expanding some
Community programmes in culture, education and science14 to Ukraine –
areas that are most open to developing cross-border grassroots partnership
– should also be considered. This would encourage social change and
stimulate reform from the bottom-up.

Finally, in as much as ‘the functioning of democracy requires civic
activity, and the quality and strength of democracy are defined, among
other things, by the level of civil society’ (Riak, 2006: 2), the EU should
devote more attention to supporting Ukraine’s civil society. This might
include direct funding of civil society organizations and encouraging
the government to create a more favourable regulatory environment for
civil society development.

Notes
1. Nations in Transit is available at www.freedomhouse.org
2. This is based on my research project: ‘Strengthening EU–Ukraine Cooperation

towards Enhancing the Rule of Law in Ukraine’ undertaken at the International
Renaissance Foundation and Open Society Institute-Brussels during 2004–2005.

3. From 2005, seven subcommittees function under the EU–Ukraine Cooperation
Committee. Previously there had been 4.

4. Information Office of the Council of Europe in Ukraine: http://www.coe.
kiev.ua/index.html

5. Council of European Union, section CFSP, (http://ue.eu.int/pesc/default.
asp?lang�en)
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6. European Parliament resolution: ‘Wider Europe – Neighbourhood: A New
Framework for Relations with our Eastern and Southern Neighbours,’
P5_TA(2003)0520.

7. ‘The European Parliament’s support for the “Orange Revolution” in Ukraine
is a step towards an ambitious Wider Europe – Neighbourhood policy,’ 
7 September 2005, http://www.europarl.eu.int/news/public/focus_page/030-
985-255-09-37-903-20050819FCS00984-12-09-2005-2005/default_en.htm

8. European Union funded projects supporting Ukraine’s presidential elections:
The European Commission’s Delegation to Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus,
in: http://www.delukr.cec.eu.int/site/page31321.html

9. The document is available at: www.kmu.gov.ua
10. The Ferrero-Waldner/Solana ten-point plan for Ukraine was confirmed by

the Council on 21 February 2005.
11. Including the Ferrero-Waldner/Solana ten-point plan.
12. The EU and Ukraine should sign a new enhanced agreement to substitute the

PCA, which expires in March 2008. The EU–Ukraine Action Plan contains the
reference to such an agreement and consultations on the text of the agree-
ment between the EU and Ukraine already started.

13. One area where such an approach can be applied is Justice and Home Affairs.
Funding for JHA should reflect Ukraine’s possible removal from the visa list
and expanding of the area of freedom, security and justice beyond current
Schengen membership. Therefore more focus should be put on cooperation
among law-enforcement agencies between the EU and Ukraine, training
Ukrainian law-enforcement servants and border guards, border and migra-
tion management.

14. The Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European
Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee
of the Regions COM (2005) #290, June 29, ‘Civil Society Dialogue between
the EU and Candidate Countries’ mentions numerous programs that were
proposed to be opened to Turkey and Croatia.
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Summary: In the future Ukraine must contend with a weakening
European Union. The EU has deeply rooted structural problems and is
directionless. The rejection of the proposed constitution in 2004 marks
the failure of the federalist agenda of Jacques Delors. The market agenda of
Margaret Thatcher is now failing badly. The EU cannot as a result cope with
the present energy crisis facing Europe. Nor can it make credible accession
commitments to Ukraine. The appropriate Ukrainian response to the
increased threat from Russia is to seek early membership in NATO.

*

In the immediate future, Ukraine must contend not only with a stronger
Russian Federation, but with a weakening European Union. The deep-
seated structural problems facing the EU cannot be solved in a day. Since
the two botched referenda of 2005, the EU has begun to fall apart. Ukraine
can do little to staunch the process. Public opposition in western Europe
to labor migration from the new member-states is rising fast, even in
previously well-disposed Great Britain and may stand in the way of
Rumanian and Bulgarian admission in 2007. The once enthusiastically
pro-EU government in Ankara has now soured on the prospect of mem-
bership in the community and Turkish admission has almost imperc-
eptibly slipped down the Brussels agenda over the past several months.
The new anti-Orange Yanukovych government will provide Brussels with
ample pretext for consigning Ukraine to the purgatory of Good Neighbor
Policy for many years to come. Although NATO may remain unpopular
for many of the public, it is Ukraine’s only remaining lifeline. It must be
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grabbed, just as surely as relations with Russia must be kept on a sound
footing. This is not a matter of choice, but necessity.

That former beacon of hope, the European Union, has become an
institutional monstrosity that should not be compared with any mod-
ern form of federal government. It has two executives, the Commission,
which represents the ‘Eurocracy’ in Brussels, and the European Council,
which speaks for the member states. Chairmanship of the latter is passed
around every six months, undermining continuity. The former is no
longer strong enough to make first-order policy. The other main com-
munity institutions are a bloated parliament, which lacks the power of
the purse as well as real political constituencies, is corrupt and prone to
demagogy, and, secondly, a remote Court that claims an authority never
granted it to override national laws. The most important European insti-
tution is not located in Brussels, but in Frankfurt: it is the European
Central Bank (ECB). Subject only to a board of central bankers and polit-
ically irresponsible, the ECB’s mandate is highly restrictive and impedes
economic growth. Policy coordination between the various supranational
institutions is tenuous (Gillingham, 2006a: 4f, 39f).

The relationships between the European-level bodies and the member
states are complicated, contested, and generally unhealthy. Rather than
make their own policy, the latter for the most part now merely imple-
ment that of Brussels, which is ill-crafted and thereby weakens and dis-
credits them. The member states thus often lack the authority to introduce
the painful measures needed to revive economic growth and reduce the
bite of the welfare state. To restore the necessary power to national gov-
ernments, the EU must reform itself. The events of the past year provide lit-
tle evidence that this is about to happen. The energy crisis of early 2006
generated plenty of high-level talk, as well as voluminous documenta-
tion in official Brussels, but little in the way of action. In the course of
the Middle East crisis of late-summer, the EU’s much-touted Common
Security and Foreign Policy was exposed as being devoid of content.

The EU is adrift, directionless and uncertain how to proceed. It has
trouble making credible policy commitments and lacks legitimacy. Since
globalization reduces the importance of regional trading blocs, while also
providing the exogenous shocks needed to stimulate competition, the
economic power of the European Union is diminishing and is no longer
of primarily importance. The EU’s sabotage of the Doha round of WTO
negotiations merely furthered the process. The future of official Brussels
will hinge on rediscovering its real mission – to strengthen democracy both
within and along Europe’s borders. In order to encourage this trend,
Ukraine should become a model of good political behavior. A wrong
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turn will reduce its chances of membership and undermine the rationale
of the EU.

Superstate goes down the drain

Last year’s rejection of the constitution by the voters of France and the
Netherlands terminated a nearly twenty-year campaign to organize a
European superstate. Jacques Delors was the main force behind it. His pur-
pose was to create at the European level the kind of socialist economic and
political system over whose failure he presided as French finance minister
in the Mitterrand cabinet in the early 1980s. Blaming the d́ebâcle on the
baneful influence of Anglo-Saxon ultra liberalism, Delors argued that
powerful new Euro-federal institutions would be needed to prevent the
erosion of the European social model. Delors’ ambitions were Napoleonic
in scope. A bureaucrat and centralizer, he worked from the top down. A
skillful backroom politician, he locked the member states into a set of
entangling agreements from which escape was impossible. Having made
no provision for ‘exit,’ Delors is the father of the EU’s present gridlock.

The Frenchman did not have the field to himself. The British Prime
Minister of the day, Margaret Thatcher, envisaged a different kind of EU.
Both she, and her successors, fought hard for it. Where Delors tried to
build ‘vertically,’ Mrs Thatcher, seeking horizontal expansion, advo-
cated the removal of non-tariff barriers to trade. She thus sponsored the
Single European Act of 1986 as well as the successive enlargements,
thanks to which EU membership has grown from fifteen to twenty-five
(Gillingham, 2003).

The struggle between the intense Parisian and the determined English
lady was like a combat between cobra and mongoose. Delors, and his
successors, dominated the politics of the Union – and the headlines. The
hedgehog (Margaret Thatcher and her successors) merely waited for lib-
eralized markets to produce beneficial outcomes while the menacing
cobra tired itself out. At the right moment, the patient critter could then
strike, kill, and engorge the deadly viper. The strategy rarely fails; the
mongoose almost always eventually wins.

The years since the 1992 Maastricht conference have played out much of
this scenario. The past decade has witnessed a succession of increasingly
ambitious, counterproductive, and ultimately futile, bids to build Europe
by means of grandiose projects, and in the process provided its citizens
with the ugly spectacle of a ten year running catfight between heads of
state and government. The referenda rebuffs prove beyond serious doubt
that the more the public knows about the EU the less it likes what it sees



and hears. In short, the centralizing agenda of Delors – and the French
more generally – has been run into the ground (Gillingham, 2006a: 47f).

The decisive public repudiation of the constitutional treaty in France
exposed the hollowness of that government’s pretensions and made a
mockery of its long-standing bid to lead the EU. The seriousness of this
attempt should nevertheless not be underestimated. President Chirac’s
ambitions pale by comparison only to those of Jacques Delors. Although
Chirac may never have aspired to a powerful new European superstate,
he did intend for France to dominate the continent politically through
a new European armed force based upon the existing French monopoly
(in Europe) of nuclear weaponry supported by a newly reinforced Franco-
German military industrial complex and implemented by means of a
foreign security and defense policy drafted in Paris (ibid.).

Such ambitions were manifest in French-instigated EU attempts in
2004 and 2005 to strike a strategic partnership with China – which set
the Brussels on a collision course with the United States –, organize a
European defense ministry, put into place a Global Positioning Satellite
(GPS) system with military applications (Galileo), and launch a space
program. In spite of intense behind the scenes maneuvering, nothing
much has come of this mischief-making agenda, and nothing will unless
the European public is prepared to at least double defense expenditures.
Until such an unlikely event, Europe will remain dependent on a now
somewhat overextended NATO.

Since President Chirac’s colossal misjudgment – allowing the public to
vote on the treaty – the French position has seriously deteriorated. In
September 2005 Chirac suffered a purportedly mild stroke of unknown
severity, which may be partly to blame for his erratic subsequent behavior.
He has threatened ‘rogue nations’ with nuclear annihilation, walked out of
a summit meeting to protest the use of English by the head of the French
employers’ association, and accepted a public back-rub from the former
Italian Prime Minister, Signor Berlusconi. In October 2005, when the verti-
cal immigrant ghettoes surrounding most French cities went up in flames,
Chirac did nothing. He also went AWOL during the critical early weeks
of the tolling, student-led protests of March 2006 against the modest First
Job Contract Law, a measure intended to reduce the unemployment of
young people by giving employers the option of dismissing them.

Though directed less against the protective system than toward being
admitted to it, the strike soon spun out of control. On Black Tuesday, the
28 March, millions of increasingly angry French men and woman of
diverse ages were on the street, raising the specter of 1968. The utter
inability of the government to cope with these initially rather half-hearted
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demonstrations wrecked the campaign of Chirac’s vain, distant, and
unelected protégé, Prime Minister Dominique de Villepin, for the presi-
dency. His stagy candidacy was also not being helped by latest act in an
ongoing soap opera, the return in late-February 2006 of Cecelia Sarkozy
to her adman lover in New York. De Villepin’s bitter electoral opponent,
her husband , the wily Nicolas, can count on a sympathy vote of the
many similarly afflicted Frenchmen who shared his plight.

The contest between the arrogant de Villepin and the elusive Sarkozy
for the April 2007 presidential election had adverse fallout even during
the early months of the campaign. In the name of ‘economic patriot-
ism,’ de Villepin has led, and Sarkozy followed, a course leading back to
the economics of Jean-Baptiste Colbert, the finance minister of Louis
XIV. In December 2005 de Villepin made public a list of ten of the 40
largest French firms, which, for ‘strategic reasons,’ he will not let fall
into foreign hands. They include the yoghurt maker, Danone, the super-
market chain, Carrefour, and a big bank, the Societé Générale. He has also
directed a big state-owned financial, the Caisse des Depots et Consignations
to acquire French equities, and pushed through parliament a bill that to
introduce a ‘poison pill’ defense against takeovers. In March, de Villepin
blocked the effort of the Italian utility, Enel, to take over the huge pri-
vately-held French utility, Suez, and then arranged its merger with the
state-controlled Gaz de France.1

Such flagrant national protectionism put France on a collision course
with the European Commission directorates for competition and internal
market policy, bred imitators elsewhere, and impeded the formulation
of European policy in the critical field of energy. The retrograde actions
of the French government have had one further effect: they have also
largely destroyed he only alternative to Delors-style ‘vertical construction,’
that of the British European Council presidency of the send half of 2005.

While Britain slept

Tony Blair – the political heir to Mrs Thatcher in the affairs of the EU –
had promised upon forming his first government to move Britain from
the periphery to the center of the Europe. His last chance to do it, the
presidency, began with a bang but ended in a shrug. Circumstance ini-
tially favored the British prime minister. The timely scheduling of Britain’s
six months at the helm, in the aftermath or the constitutional rebuff,
was fortuitous. Events also played into his hand: Chirac was publicly dis-
credited and his close ally, German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder, so
badly weakened by successive defeats at the polls that he felt it necessary
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to advance the general election a year, to September 2005. Moreover, the
removal of the constitution from the agenda – and therefore of the 
contentious issue of divvying up representation in a future political
Europe – eliminated the main stumbling block to progress. The fact,
moreover, that Chirac had scapegoated the ‘Polish Plumber’ in the ref-
erendum would seem to have catapulted the new member states from
the former Soviet Bloc into the camp of Great Britain, which in any case
had traditionally been a strong supporter of enlargement (Gillingham,
2006a: 159–75).2

Blair’s inaugural address of 24 June to the European Parliament was one
of the best he has ever given. Using biblical language, the British prime
minister delivered a wake up call for the EU to meet the challenge of
China and India, re-connect to Europe’s peoples, and introduce long over-
due economic reforms – or face rejection by the public. The speech res-
onated with audiences throughout Europe. Yet Blair did not go far
enough. The crisis, he said, was one of ‘political leadership,’ which could
be solved without major structural reforms; the only thing necessary
was the phase out the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) – the night-
mare scheme that consumed half the EU budget – in favor of research
and development. Over the next six months he would not even get this
far. The sole important accomplishment of the British presidency would
be to keep future enlargement open for Turkey and the Balkan nations
and prevent foreclosure of future Ukrainian membership.

Still, Blair’s goose got cooked early in the game, almost before his pres-
idency began. It was, once again, a matter of chance that the previous
presidency happened to by in the hands of Luxembourg, and its long-
standing prime minister, Jean-Paul Juncker, a slavish devotee of what-
ever government was in power in France. Juncker had shrewdly managed
to set the prospective budget for 2007–2013 at the top of the EU agenda
and link to it the issue of the British rebate, the so-called ‘clawback.’ It is
important, before getting into the subject of the budget, to recognize
what was at stake. Quite simply, more money was needed to cover mount-
ing expenses for enlargement than any member state, including the pre-
viously open-handed Germans, was ready to provide. Yet the matter was
not as pressing as it might seem. The EU can, and has in the past, oper-
ated without a budget; in such cases funding merely continues on the
same basis as before. The EU did not, as often maintained, face a financial
emergency – but a political one.

The amounts at stake in the budget controversy were in fact relatively
small; the EU normally spends about 2 per cent of member state GDP,
about half of which in any given year is consumed by the farm subsidy
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program. CAP raises prices to the consumer, benefits only wealthy
landowners (a minuscule fraction of the public), beggars third world
producers, wears out the soil, results in misallocation, and stunts the
development of the EU itself. The policy must go if the European Union
is to be reformed. Many fear, however, that the effort to get rid of CAP
will pull the lynch-pin on the complicated deals, many of them rigged
by Delors, holding the Union together. The survival of the EU itself may
in fact be what is really at stake. If so, it is time to begin thinking about
Plan B. The perverse politics of the EU, along with bad luck, not only
made it impossible for Blair to get rid of the CAP, but resulted in an
agreement making it inviolate until 2013, The process of negotiating the
corrupt bargain wrecked the Doha Round of World Trade Organization
negotiations, under way for over four years, and thereby also under-
mined the EU’s own power and basis of support.

The German elections also contributed to this unfortunate outcome;
they were the bad luck part of the budget settlement. Blair had every rea-
son to believe in summer 2005 that the candidate of the Christian
Democratic Union (CDU), Frau Angela Merkel, who recognized the need
for reform of the CAP, would sweep the unpopular Schroeder out of office
in September; her dismal campaign nevertheless resulted in a hung elec-
tion. Unable to form a government, a grand coalition, until late-November,
her hands were tied. Germany thus found itself stuck with a corrupt CAP
bargain made back in October 2002, when, to prevent a French walk
out, Schroeder agreed, without receiving a quid pro quo, that the acces-
sion nations of the former Soviet Bloc, slated to join the EU in 2004,
would receive only fractional benefits until 2013. The apparently unnec-
essary capitulation continues to amaze political analysts; it nevertheless
revived the marriage of the Franco-German couple.

Although the Polish president inveighed against the unfair October
2002 bargain at the time, bad luck, in the form of an election upset,
would once again undermine British strategy: instead of the favored eco-
nomically liberal Civic Platform Party, the populist Law and Justice
Party, run by beloved former child actors, the Kaczynski twins, won the
day. Their support rested heavily on smallholding subsistence farmers,
whose paltry incomes depended increasingly on EU subsidies. The new
government dared not alienate this critical bloc vote. Rather than run
this risk by supporting the British ally, it preferred to defect to the
Franco-Germans.

The budget issue hung fire until the last possible moment, the summit
of early December, as Blair and Chirac sought to keep their dispute out
of the public eye. This was a fatal error. Only the UK benefited from the
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rebate, which was necessary because of the deal Prime Minister Ted
Heath negotiated for British admission in 1972. Even after Margaret
Thatcher negotiated the clawback, the then relatively poor British remained
the second largest net payer into the EU after Germany. Equity was not
involved in Chirac’s unprincipled and ferocious attack, launched in
June, on the rebate, – but merely the sad reality of British isolation. To
save the British presidency, Blair blinked; only the UK would increase its
future net contribution to Brussels.

By giving in at the EU level and shifting defense of the CAP to the WTO,
Blair unintentionally did the EU a grave a grave disservice. The EU’s
refusal to compromise on tariff reduction for food products brought the
Doha Round to a shuddering halt, took no heed of Europe’s real eco-
nomic needs (like the protection of intellectual property), reinforced
growing protectionism both in Europe and elsewhere, and stripped the
Commission of one of its three crucial functions, representation in inter-
national trade negotiations. The other two critical fields – competition
and internal market policy – would soon also become casualties.

The failure of the British presidency virtually eliminated the chances
of internal reform of the EU until 2013. The CAP share of the overall
budget is in fact scheduled to increase. That allocated to research and
development – the great white hope of forward-looking Europhiles –
will as a result actually shrink. Without reform of the CAP, it will also be
impossible to eliminate, drastically reduce, or change the modalities of
the other large, EU transfer program, so-called regional funding, a
Delors’ brainchild, which consumes about a quarter of the overall
budget. Outside intervention will be needed to save Brussels.

Sound and motion

No one expected much of the Austrian European Council presidency,
which began on 1 January 2006, and the Austrians have lived down to
expectations. As Europeans shivered through an energy crisis during an
exceptionally hard cold snap at the beginning of the year, dignitaries
from the governing classes and the friendly ‘commentariat’ gathered at
an elegant conference center in Salzburg to celebrate Mozart’s 250th
birthday at an event called ‘The Sound of Europe’ organized to publicize
Europe’s high culture (as opposed to the lowbrow American pop variety).
Another Great Composer would be put to the service the noble European
federalist cause! And, at the Salzburg gathering of the Euroelite, his music
and memory would also inspire – it was presumed – the deep thinking
called for by Commission President Barroso after the constitutional debacle.
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As it happened, the cable connecting the mountaintop cerebrations to
the television masses huddled below failed and left the Euro-leadership
class isolated metaphorically and literally.3

There was good reason to expect little from the incoming presidency.
The Austrian public was more Euro-skeptical even than Britain’s, adamantly
opposed Turkish EU admission, phobic about job loss, and resentful of
being pushed around by Brussels. The Haider affair of 1998, which
occurred during the previous Austrian presidency, marked a defining
moment in this respect. The right-center government, which then took
office, was unjustly censored and shunned by the Commission for
allowing the party headed by the far-right, Joerg Haider, though not the
man himself, to be represented in the cabinet. Austrian imprecations
that both fascists and former communists had participated in govern-
ments elsewhere met with deaf ears.

Wolfgang Schuessel, the current chancellor, had been foreign minister
during the previous Austrian presidency and took much of the flak
resulting from the Haider affair. He could not be expected to stick his
neck out as president of the Council; it would be enough, according to
insiders, to hold the constitution in play, encourage the adoption in
some form of the services directive (the once hoped for breakthrough to
the single market), and keep enlargement alive but on ice. Serious change
could then resume in early 2007, when Germany occupied the Council
presidency (Gillingham, 2003: 324f )

The chances of such a future prospect dim daily, as economic nation-
alism surges back in France and Europe generally. If rejection of the con-
stitution terminated Delors superstate agenda in early summer 2005, the
current ineffectiveness of the EU is contributing to the demise of
Thatcher’s liberal market agenda as well. The Union’s only defenses
against this relentless trend are sound and motion. Saving face is the
first priority of policy and perhaps the only one. Though still officially
operative as the template for EU growth, the Lisbon Agenda adopted
back in 2000 is, according to the two economists responsible the policies
to implement it, defunct. At the same time, important packets of legis-
lation like the services and takeover directives pass through the necessary
legislative and administrative sluices – only to emerge as meaningless
compromises at the end of the process. Worse yet, the Commission
protests, but cannot stop, the formation of national champions by
member state governments. This practice cuts to the very marrow of the
EU’s economic raison d’être. Big business and high finance – its most
powerful constituencies – thus generally oppose it. The loss of support
from such quarters could well be fatal over the long run.4
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The energy crisis overshadowed the Austrian presidency. It broke out
at the beginning of the year when, in a pricing dispute, Gazprom cut off
supplies to Ukraine and thereby created shortages in Europe. Far from
being a one-time thing, the stoppage underscored the growing depend-
ency of Europe on the scarce supply of Russian, and Russian-
controlled, natural gas. Nothing can be done to change this situation in
the short-term. Furthermore, the investment requirements for new sup-
ply lines and liquid natural gas terminals are prodigious and involve
considerable risk over the long run. They require a stable political and
economic environment (Gillingham, 2006b).

The gas weapon is a huge boon to the Russian economy, whose growth
depends on increasing export revenues. Although President Putin may
make friendly references to market pricing, the overall goal of his policy
is to monopolize the supply of all forms of energy. To realize it, ‘Gasputin’
will need access to foreign finance and expertise. This requirement will
provide the main constraints on Russian policy. To strengthen its bar-
gaining position, Moscow plans to re-build the armed forces, return to
nuclear superpower status, and field a rapid reaction force technologically
equal to that of the United States. In the future, Europe will not only be at
the mercy of the Russian energy supply but of Russian military power. The
only realistic policy option for the nations of the European Union is to
re-direct American security policy from Asia and re-engage NATO in Europe.

The energy crisis of early January triggered the only resolute interven-
tion of the Commission during the Austrian presidency. Yet it only demon-
strated the powerlessness of Brussels, even though energy issues have
often featured in the integration process. It dates from the creation of
the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)in the early1950s. The
famous ‘re-launch’ five years later produced Euratom, an organization
conceived as an incubator of a European nuclear policy. Neither it nor
the ECSC lived up to expectations; nor did the EU’s precursor, the
European Economic Community (EEC), cope successfully with the pro-
tracted energy crisis of the 1970s (Gillingham, 2003).

The January 2006 crisis again caught the EU unprepared; prior to then,
energy policy meant two things in Brussels, meeting the Kyoto emis-
sions standards and promoting supplier competition. Responsibility for
policy-making in the field cut across several Commission jurisdictions.
The man responsible for the energy directorate, Andris Piebalgs, is a
Latvian, an indication that the office was not expected to be ‘hot.’ Working
at breakneck speed over the first two months of the year, speed, Piebalgs
and his associates ( the competition czar, Neelie Kroes, and the supremo
for the internal market, Charles McCreevy) nonetheless worked up a
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massive Green Paper on Energy which, it was hoped, could provide the
‘Big Challenge’ needed to put the EU back on the political map of
Europe. It called for the expenditure of a trillion Euro on new pipelines
and storage capacity; the organization of European as opposed to national
champions; the creation of a transnational authority to regulate energy
distribution as well as another one to deal with foreign (eg. Russian) sup-
pliers; the development of alternative fuel sources including nuclear
power; and expansion of the interconnections needed to create a single
European grid.5

The paper met with immediate and widespread criticism on many
counts. All of them make sense for various reasons. Energy suppliers
benefit from local monopolies (network) effects, which would disappear
with better interconnections; it is thus unrealistic to expect them to sup-
port a policy promoting them. The creation of Euro-champions was fur-
thermore no guarantee of market pricing, but could result in firms with
more than one, even several, local monopolies. Competition, it was often
argued, could be ruinous in the face of a monopoly supplier. In addition,
the energy positions of the twenty-five states varied significantly in sourc-
ing and composition, self-sufficiency, proximity to supply, cost structures,
and so on. The trade offs needed for an equitable settlement would fur-
thermore be unimaginably complicated and are unrealistic given the pres-
ent demoralization of the EU. Finally, in the Green Paper the Commission
claimed responsibility for picking winners, something associated with
long-discredited industrial policy; no one was prepared to grant it such
powers. The ambitious policy brief soon got lost amidst a general scram-
ble, even in Britain, to strengthen national distribution grids.6

This rush to create national energy champions has vast potential impli-
cations. It reverses a twenty year trend toward the break up of monopo-
lies and the reduction in the economic power of the state as opposed to
the market. It will also entrench the power of already cosseted public
and quasi-public interests, and could set a precedent for other sectors of
industry and finance. It is an open question whether, as advocates of the
free market would like to think, more powerful trends toward reduction
in information costs, the intensification of non-European competition, the
spread of globalization, and the increase in the number of cross-border
mergers will eventually reverse the slide into protectionism.7

Ukraine and the crumbling EU

The Ukrainian hope that the January gas crisis might impress the EU
with the importance of the nation’s strategic significance as a pipeline
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power was unfortunately short-lived. Although the details of the shad-
owy RosUkrEnergo deal, which settled the crisis, remain obscure, it clearly
strengthened Russia’s hand. Gazprom will no longer subsidize energy
consumption in the near-abroad. It has also become evident that Ukraine’s
economy is now hostage to the supply of gas from an unstable Central
Asia subject both to Russian control and increasing Chinese demand.
The new Russian leverage can either be traded for political favors to local
oligarchs, promoting corruption, or used for debt-equity swaps resulting
in increased Russian ownership of Ukrainian assets. The Russians have
the luxury of choice: they can either soak Ukraine in the guise of market-
based energy pricing or strengthen the bonds of clientage. Future Chinese
claims on of Eurasion energy will make Russia’s job that much easier
(Gillingham, 2006c).

In its weakened state, Brussels can do little to counter Moscow’s new
power. It lacks energy, military muscle, and political coherence. Moreover,
the inward turn to national protectionism, it can be argued, undermines
the values for which the EU stands – subverts its four fundamental free-
doms (the movement of goods, labor, capital, and factors of production),
impedes enlargement, and erodes Brussels’ influence. Integration fatigue
is, moreover, evident in officially-inspired grumbling about Bulgarian
and Rumanian accession, the continued erection by member-states of
roadblocks to Turkish membership in the community, and the incessant
chattering in the Parliament about setting limits to the geographical
expansion of the EU (Kupchinsky, 2006; Aslund, 2006 ).8

Yet the Commission can be counted on to oppose the tendency, if
only because enlargement is the only significant program with any real
chance of success. Blair managed to keep it alive, and the Austrians will
at least not deliberately derail it. In Ukraine’s case, the Balts, the Poles,
and the remaining Visegrad Four can be counted upon to vigorously
promote it. Even so, the Foreign Minister Borys Tarasiuk has ruled out
Ukrainian EU membership before 2015 as a serious possibility. Until
then, Ukraine will remain in the antechamber of the Neighborhood Policy
and continue to receive conflicting signals from Brussels about the chances
of eventual membership. None of them count for much; they reflect the
underlying weakness, uncertainty, and confusion of an institution lack-
ing in credibility. Whether, and in what form, a European Union will
exist at such a remote future date can hardly be predicted. The auguries
are not, however, good, not least of all because of the mounting opposi-
tion within the publics of western Europe to competition from immigrant
labor.9 Brussels lacks the strength to stem it, nor should it in any case
attempt to do so. National governments must become responsive to their
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constituents in order to re-gain the authority to institute the reforms
needed both to stimulate growth and re-configure EU institutions.

Membership in NATO must be a top priority for the new government
of Ukraine. NATO should not be thought of as a war-fighting, but as a
security organization through which the United States underwrites the
political stability of Europe. It is a bargain for its members, who need not
defend their borders and can thereby reduce and shift the cost of main-
taining security to the U.S. A military, as opposed to civilian organiza-
tion, NATO is, except in war of time of crisis, normally passive and can
generally be kept out politics. The NATO accession process is compara-
tively easy, and the target of 2008 now set for Ukrainian membership is
administratively and technically realistic. NATO, moreover, imposes
standards of efficiency and good conduct, which strengthen both national
power and democratic institutions. These are attributes of great impor-
tance to both the Ukraine and the EU (Gillingham, 2006c).

The power vacuum in Ukraine revealed by the January energy crisis is
perilous to the EU. A repetition would disrupt supply, and if Ukraine
should implode, present a dire threat to European security. Brussels does
not want Moscow on its borders. Until however, the EU can offer Ukraine
a credible guarantee of security; only a modernized armed force trained
and backed by NATO can defend the homeland. Ukrainian NATO mem-
bership need not be perceived in Moscow as a hostile act. Mr. Putin also
has a huge stake in maintaining a stable Ukraine.

Although it cannot be determined how vigorously the Kremlin would
object to the Ukrainian NATO membership, prompt action is better than
protracted process; time favors Moscow. To facilitate détente, Ukrainian
NATO membership could be incorporated into a larger settlement under-
written jointly by the security organization and Russia and including
both a condominium arrangement for Crimea and the adoption of bilin-
gualism there. The result of such a compromise could be a happier Ukraine
and a more secure Europe.
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Since its rebirth after the collapse of the USSR, Ukraine has defined itself
as a European state. Through all the vicissitudes of the ‘multi-vector policy’
and even at times when European standards were flagrantly traduced inside
the country, this identification was reiterated ritually, formulaically and to a
tiresome degree in all official pronouncements. The reason for this is simple.
Even those who were chronically incapable of pursuing Ukraine’s ‘European
course’ understood that this course was inseparable from the legitimacy
of the state. They also understood that as a self-proclaimed Slavic, not to
say Eurasian entity, Ukraine could have no a priori claim to independence.

Yet Ukraine’s relationship to the EU has not been a good relationship.
The chapters in this volume have provided a number of explanations as to
why this is so. Their breadth of coverage alone demonstrates why Ukraine’s
European course has been so problematic. The country’s ‘return to Europe’
has been dictated, but also frustrated by historical legacies, questions of
self-image, civic weaknesses, political cultures and, of course, geopolitics.

Fifteen years after Ukraine regained its independence, Ukraine and the
European Union still understand one another poorly. They have differ-
ent understandings of ‘the art of the possible’ and of the mechanisms by
which its boundaries can be moved beyond today’s restrictive limits:
limits codified in, or at least symbolised by the EU’s New Neighbourhood
Policy. After much detailed analysis, it is time to draw the threads together,
identify the key asymmetries in policy and perception and consider how
these asymmetries can be diminished and eliminated.

In Europe and outside the EU

The claim that Ukraine is part of Europe and needs no one’s permission to
be part of it means both less and more than it seems. To those who regard

Conclusion*
James Sherr



166 Conclusion

‘Europe’ as a geographical term, the claim is indisputable. But in such
terms, the claim is also largely meaningless. To Ukrainians, indeed to
central Europeans as a whole, ‘Europe’ is a civilisational term and an his-
torical one. Europe is not, in the dreary post-Soviet parlance, a ‘space,’ but
an ethno-cultural and religious entity whose unity was shattered by two
totalitarian regimes. Hence the insistence that whilst Ukraine is already
part of Europe, it has every right to ‘rejoin’ it. In rejoining it, Ukraine is at
one and the same time expressing its heritage and recovering it.

But for several reasons, this is a far more complicated aspiration than
it seems. As Stephen Velychenko points out at the start of this volume,
Ukraine did not re-emerge onto the European scene in post-sovietised
form. ‘As there was no “liberation war” and “old regime” elites were not
exiled or executed, the legacies of the past weigh down particularly
heavily’ (Introduction, pg. 0). Ambivalent identity is only one of these
legacies, but the ambivalence has proved surprisingly resistant to
change; indeed, it has only been amplified by the ill effects of two other
Soviet and imperial legacies: the gap between state and society and the
closed, unaccountable and self-serving character of state institutions.
The continued dominance of these institutions by the old communist
nomenklatura – and their failure to meet the hopes and expectations that
ordinary citizens entertained after independence – has not only preserved
the ‘two Ukraine’s’ that Mykola Riabchuk examines in Chapter 3; it has
deepened cynicism about ‘European’ ideals and the possibility of living
differently than before. This institutional irritant – the demoralising
intrusiveness of the de jure national but de facto sovietised administrative
culture – merely accentuates the gap between the Ukrainian nationalist’s
‘claim to be “European” ’built ‘upon medieval and early-modern history’
and an altogether different modern reality (Riabchuk, Chapter 3)

The prevalence of this sovietised and latter day ‘imperial culture’ goes
far to explain why today’s Ukrainian reality is still so profoundly shaped
by Russia. There was no ‘liberation war’ in Russia either. The Soviet system
was dismantled by many of its most privileged and talented beneficiaries:
by radical conservatives who understood that they as a class could only
survive by transforming bureaucratic into financial power. In so doing,
they avidly embraced the essentials of European market capitalism, but
not its liberal, democratic ethos. Whilst Russia’s self-designated democ-
rats widely reproach ‘the West’ for failing to embrace Yeltsin’s Russia as it
had embraced Adenauer’s Germany, they neatly sidestep the fact that
the latter embrace took place in conditions of foreign occupation and
the most rigorous reconstruction of institutions undertaken in modern
European history. In Russia, much of the bureaucratic elite, and a far
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greater proportion of the military and security elite survived: under
Yeltsin in sullen, dishevelled form, but under Putin refurbished and self-
confident. Instead of post-war Germany, post-Cold war Russia resembles
the Germany that might have emerged had the Prussian-German elite
succeeded in overthrowing Hitler in 1944. It is a schizophrenic entity,
with many of the ambivalences that characterise post-Soviet Ukraine,
but with greater potency – and, in comparison to its neighbours, power.
Like the sinews of the nomenklatura’s internal power, its imperial project
has been refurbished, rather than demolished. This, in turn, explains the
rehabilitation of the Eurasianist understanding of Ukraine, explored by
Martin Beisswenger in Chapter 1 and the connecting ‘All Russian’
thread of imperial culture, explored by Oleh Ilnytzkyj in Chapter 2. It
also explains the unpleasant paradox cited by Velychenko: whilst the
Russian Federation claims legitimacy in Europe as a post-Soviet state, it
also demands respect as the successor to the USSR – and for this reason
‘does not recognise the existence of Soviet or Stalinist crimes against
humanity and pays no compensation to anybody.’

A third impediment to Ukrainian aspirations lies in the fact that the
Europe that Ukraine wishes to rejoin no longer exists. Today, Europe is,
first and foremost, a political – economic entity, and the principal arbiter
and guardian of its character is the European Union. The EU does not
define Europe by heritage, but by standards. In practice, it is creating a
multi-cultural community tied together by common principles, norms
and values – and, to a painstaking and often petty degree, by procedures
and institutions. Today there is a ‘principled’ inflexibility about the way
these values and procedures are articulated and upheld. For Ukraine, with
its older but equally principled view of Europe and its own place within
it, this inflexibility is not only exasperating, but insulting.

Yet there is a compelling reason for it. The integrated EU of 15 is has
already become a more loosely integrated Union of 27. The ‘accession
process’ has taken this ‘club’ into territories where norms of business,
law and administration – not to say political and social life – have
markedly diverged from its own and extended to the borders of countries
whose inherited soviet economic and political norms produce alienation
and misery and institutionalised corruption and crime. The fact, noted
by Riabchuk, that western Ukrainian farmers ‘put on suits, white shirts
and ties and polished shoes every Sunday for church’ doubtless has sig-
nificance for them, but it has no significance at all for the EU – particularly
in the absence of enforceable property rights, sanctity of contract, a work-
able banking system, serviceable infrastructure, auditable budgets and
private telephone ownership (which in rural Ukraine stands at one-fifth



the level of rural internet access in Poland). The Orange Revolution was
a rebellion against these norms and conditions, but the failure to take
any serious steps to consummate it has, after only 18 months, deprived
its leaders of effective power. The EU had every reason to attach as much
importance to the consummation as it did to the Revolution itself.
Without standards, disciplines and a degree of rigidity, accession could
well result in disintegration and, perhaps, ruin.

For all this, Iryna Solonenko is clearly right to state that ‘the EU could
have played a stronger and more consistent role in supporting democratic
transformation of Ukraine’, and her chapter sets out the key reasons why
it has failed to do so. But on the EU’s part, there is also a fundamental
deficit of understanding. The EU and Ukraine inhabit different coordinates
of time. The former is, in essence, a ‘post-modernist’ project, whereas, like
their counterparts in other post-Communist countries, Ukrainians are
emphatically ‘modern’ in their preoccupations and ambitions. In other
words, the provisions of the EU acquis – impersonal but in principle
universal – define a ‘process’ that involves ‘moving beyond’ the nation
and the nation state. This, in turn is very difficult for people who are
deeply politicised, not to say geopolitical, in their thinking to compre-
hend: people whose first priority is the recovery of their nationhood.
According to some EU criteria, Ukraine and Russia ‘belong together’
because of their common level of economic development – a view occa-
sionally (albeit privately) expressed by EU representatives and officials.
Yet, very officially indeed, the EU places Ukraine within its European
Neighbourhood, alongside countries who, beyond proximity to the
Union, do not belong together according to any discernable scheme at all.
In its November 2002 draft form, the Wider Europe-New Neighbourhood
policy embraced Moldova (a comprehensible choice, despite its weaker
institutional capacity than Ukraine’s) and Belarus (an incomprehensible
choice, given the country’s dedication to a very different integration
project).1 In its mature, post-March 2003 form, New Neighbourhood
policy also embraces Morocco, Tunisia, Jordon, Israel, the Palestinian
Authority and other southern Mediterranean countries.2

As one of only two countries in this cluster, along with Moldova, to
have declared a European vocation, Ukraine has naturally inferred that
the EU attaches no importance to its culture, interests and aspirations.
That impression is reinforced by two other realities: the inclusion of
Turkey in the Accession Process, and of Albania, a Muslim country, in the
Stabilisation and Association Process, together with Montenegro and
Serbia, the latter of which is not discernibly closer to meeting Copenhagen
criteria than Ukraine.3 These blatant incongruities have overshadowed
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the EU’s efforts to present the Wider Europe–New Neighbourhood as ‘a
differentiated, progressive and benchmarked approach’ (Commission
2003: 15). They have also obscured two welcome points set out in the
Commission’s Wider Europe–Neighbourhood document:

• Reiteration of Article 49 of the Treaty on European Union, which
‘stipulates than any European state may apply to become a member
of the European Union.’

• The clear line drawn between ‘non-European Mediterranean partners,’
whose ‘accession has been ruled out’ and cases that ‘remain open,
such as those European countries who have clearly expressed their
wish to join the EU’ (Commission 2003: 5).

Instead, with evident fatalism, Ukrainian elites have focused on the
statement that ‘any decision on further EU expansion awaits a debate on
the ultimate geographic limits of the Union’ and have concluded that
the evident purpose of European Neighbourhood Policy is ‘to provide a
framework for the development of a new relationship which would not,
in the medium term, include a perspective of membership or a role in
the Union’s institutions’ [emphasis added], whilst widely ignoring this
qualifying phrase (Commission 2003: 5). In this confused and frustrating
context, almost any statement ruling out Ukraine’s membership, such as
EU Commission President Romano Prodi’s infamous 15 October 2002
call for geographical limits – correctly termed ‘the first public allowance
made by a high official in favour of a principled institutional isolation
of Eastern Europe from the European political process’ – is taken to be a
statement of policy rather than a controversial statement by officials
with no right to make it (Sushko, 2002). The history of the Ukraine–EU
relationship, with its apparent and evident double standards, make it
seem that these standards will always be applied against Ukraine and
never in its favour.

Fortunately, this is too bleak a conclusion to draw. Even before enlarge-
ment (and the constitutional referenda of 2005), many of the premises
of integration came under criticism within the EU itself. Not so long
ago, the French, Britons and Germans understood that common levels
of development did not necessarily lead to harmony; on the contrary,
the twentieth century’s two world wars were fought between countries
that were equal in their economic development. Opinion polls demon-
strate that most Europeans would prefer to have Ukrainians than Turks
inside the EU, and in contrast to their leaders, they seem to have no
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‘conditionality’ in this preference. Behind the mask – and the very real
power – of the EU’s technocracy, lies a diversity of perspective and expe-
rience within EU member states, ten of which are now central European,
whose outlook on history and themselves does not greatly differ from
Ukraine’s. All of this provides reason for hope.

The Orange Revolution, for all its failings, proved an even more hopeful
point. It demonstrated that Ukraine has the potential to change thinking
inside the EU. Thanks only to what Ukrainians did for themselves, the
EU, alongside the OSCE and the United States, interceded to insure that
a fair, third round of elections took place. When it came to the key
issues, Ukraine’s independence and its democracy, the EU’s stance was
unequivocally positive, and the Russian factor was treated by Brussels as
an unequivocal negative. Secondly, all key EU institutions recognised
that a qualitative change had taken place. Most dramatic was the EU
Parliament’s resolution of 13 January 2005, which called for ‘a clear
European perspective for Ukraine.’ Although this was not the first posi-
tive signal to Ukraine, in the new political circumstances, it resonated in
a way that the signals contained in the December 1999 Helsinki European
Council4 and June 2001 Göteborg European Council did not.5 Whilst
the Commission’s response was more conservative, eschewing at least
for the near future any willingness to replace the New Neighbourhood
template, in January-February 2005 it moved swiftly to supplement the
28-page EU–Ukraine Action Plan with a more focused and practicable
Ten Point Plan; in its tone and attentiveness, it also presented grounds
for hope that European Neighbourhood might evolve into something
else. Third, and most important, the Orange Revolution was dramatic
indication that that the period of ‘integration by declaration’ had ended
and that Ukraine itself would now take firm and deliberate steps towards
genuine integration. If Ukraine’s trajectory out of European Neighbour-
hood has since stalled, this is largely because, after one year of Orange
government, European governments have revised their expectations
and the EU has returned to its default position (Sherr, 2006).

The NATO–EU Nexus

From the time that Ukraine joined Partnership for Peace in February
1994, it secured a relationship with NATO whose scope and intensity
was unique for a (then) non-candidate state. As John Gillingham argues
in Chapter 9, that uniqueness deserves to be treasured, particularly at a time
when the EU seems hobbled in its thinking and development. Over the
years, the aims of NATO–Ukraine cooperation have substantially evolved.
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In the period leading up to the conclusion of the NATO–Ukraine Charter
on a Distinctive Partnership (July 1997), the relationship was essentially
a political one with military content, and Ukraine’s expectation was that
NATO would serve as its vehicle for ‘entering Europe.’ Since 1997,
Ukraine’s perceptions of NATO and the EU have become more realistic
and differentiated.

Why has the NATO–Ukraine relationship proved to be warmer and
more fruitful than the NATO–EU relationship? Prior to the Charter’s
conclusion, this was not difficult to explain. Before 1997 the key question
was whether Ukraine would remain independent. NATO grasped the
question and its own potential for deciding it. By grudging Russian
admission, the spectre of ‘NATO’s embrace’ played a role in the concili-
ation that led to Boris Yeltsin’s first state visit to Kyiv, which resulted in
the conclusion of an interstate treaty as well as three intergovernmental
agreements on the Black Sea Fleet (Sherr, 1997). Yet since 1997, and par-
ticularly after Leonid Kuchma’s re-election to a second presidential term
in 1999, the question shifted: what type of state would Ukraine be? The
Kosovo conflict, the Gonzadze and Kolchuga affairs took their toll on the
NATO-Ukraine relationship, but it remained positive. Why so? In 
the months following President Yushchenko’s inauguration, why has this
relationship remained relatively immune from the currents of disillusion-
ment that affected the EU and the political process in Ukraine itself?

The obvious fact, despite a growing overlap in competencies between
NATO and the EU, is the difference in membership and character of the
two organisations. The presence of the United States, the underpinning
of NATO by American power and the membership of Canada, a country
long sympathetic to Ukraine, account for part of this difference. But the
greater difference lies in the equally obvious fact that NATO’s core business
has been security, which largely is a geopolitical exercise; whereas the
EU’s core business has been integration, which largely is an economic
and technical one. Post Cold War realities no longer allow one to say
that ‘NATO does security, the EU economics,’ but the core priorities of
the two organisations remain different and traditions and their working
cultures even more so. The thought that Ukraine is a ‘pivot’ in Europe’s
future security comes naturally to NATO officials, but very awkwardly to
EU officials, even when they come from the same countries.

The second discrepancy concerns attitudes to Russia, although in one
key respect, there is no discrepancy at all. As the quintessentially Cold
War institution, NATO was under acute pressure in the 1990s to transform
or dissolve. For this reason alone, NATO was unwilling to support Ukraine
on an anti-Russian basis. What NATO did support was the proposition
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that fulfilment of Ukraine’s ‘European choice’ could strengthen those in
Russia who sought to define their own country’s interest in post-impe-
rial, rather than neo-imperial terms. It is not accidental that the mush-
rooming of NATO–Ukraine cooperation coincided with the advent of
President Kuchma and his multi-vector policy. In that policy’s initial
pro-active phase (1994–99), Kuchma saw Western support as the pre-
condition for securing friendly relations with Russia and friendly relations
with Russia as a facilitator of closer relations with NATO. The events
leading up to Yeltsin’s state visit (May 1997) and the signing of the Charter
on Distinctive Partnership (July 1997) were seen as complementary in
Brussels, Kyiv and (with greater acidity) Moscow.

The actual discrepancy lies in the fact that whilst NATO and national
defence ministries have refused to tie co-operation with Ukraine to their
level of co-operation with Russia, the EU has never allowed Ukraine to
advance closer to itself than Russia, and in some cases has kept it well
behind, despite the fact that EU membership is not an officially proclaimed
Russian goal. Up to the present, the only limits on Ukraine’s integration
with NATO have been Ukraine’s slow progress in security sector reforms,
economic and institutional capacity, political standards and political will.6

A more important discrepancy has been the nature of the enlargement.
NATO developed Partnership for Peace to diminish the divide between
new and old members. In contrast, the EU’s priority has not been to
minimise this divide, but to more closely integrate its members. It has
created a protectionist barrier (and a Schengen frontier) which, through
enlargement, has moved steadily eastward. Whilst Poland’s accession to
NATO strengthened Ukraine’s relationship with both, Poland’s accession
to the EU has curtailed the freedom of movement (at its height 1.7 million
border crossings per month) which had hitherto provided a strong under-
tow to Ukraine’s European course.

The final and most important discrepancy is that NATO–Ukraine
cooperation produced tangible benefits in the eyes of Ukraine’s authori-
ties. In its mature, post-1997 phase, this cooperation centred on the
transformation of Ukraine’s defence sector – a focus that has since been
broadened into reform of the wider security sector: border services, cus-
toms, law enforcement, security services and intelligence. It is often for-
gotten that Ukraine did not inherit an army in 1991, but a force lacking
central command-and-control, trained and equipped for the offensive
and designed to fight under foreign command. In 1991 this force could
not provide a ‘national defence,’ let alone could it address new security
threats that differed radically from those of the Soviet era. During its
transformation, NATO’s post-Cold War armies provided models and an
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antidote to Soviet thinking. In the wake of the Chechen War, the Russian
template of ‘military reform’ did not.

Yet progress from cooperation to limited integration – and the political
incongruities of such progress during the latter Kuchma years – made it
essential for NATO to reintroduce first principles. After 23 May 2002,
when Ukraine defined NATO membership as the ‘long-term goal’ of
Euro-Atlantic integration, this re-emphasis became urgent. In response,
the NATO–Ukraine Action Plan approved at the Prague NATO summit
(21–22 November 2002) devoted all of Section I, almost half the document,
to the transformation of conditions in Ukraine. Democracy and market
reform were unequivocally made the primary criteria for accession to
the Alliance; defence and security sector reform were placed in a subor-
dinate position. By making these priorities explicit, NATO re-established
a compatibility with the EU that had always been implicit.

Against this background, NATO membership for Orange Ukraine finally
became a realistic prospect. First, President Yushchenko demonstrated a
consistent commitment to democracy. The March 2006 parliamentary
elections confirmed that Ukraine is democratic state. Second, Ukraine’s
Minister of Defence, Anatoliy Hrytsenko, has not only built on progress
achieved in the defence sphere, but has implemented concrete reforms:
changes in budgeting, training, career development, force reduction,
rationalisation of infrastructure and civilian control. Given these changes,
the launching of an Intensified Dialogue at the Vilnius NATO–Ukraine
Commission (April 2005) was only to be expected, and the expectation
that entry into MAP (Membership Action Plan) would follow was only
reasonable. It was also reasonable to hope that progress along this road
would progressively stimulate efforts of direct interest to the EU: trans-
forming tax regimes and economic incentives (without which the security
sector will not be financeable), enhancing institutional capacity (without
which good decisions will be poorly monitored and implemented),
enhancing accountability and transparency (without which policy will
lack public support and legitimacy). Given these connections, one can
see that by meeting NATO accession criteria, Ukraine will be meeting
many EU criteria as well.

But the return to power of Viktor Yanukovych in August 2006 has, in
the words of his 14 September speech at NATO HQ, replaced these hopes
with a ‘pause’. Yanukovych might be an unwelcome proponent of a
pause, but perhaps there are unpalatable grounds for it. As Yanukovych’s
return to power demonstrates, Ukraine remains a divided society, and
the Euro-Atlantic wing of its elite has shown itself wanting in capacity.
As the contributors to this volume have demonstrated, Ukraine is not
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Poland. Its history has not engendered self-confidence, and the Russian
factor has fostered ambivalence rather than collective assertiveness.
There is a climate of deep distrust of NATO and still deeper ignorance
about it – and 60 per cent of respondents in nearly all opinion polls state
as much. The time for Ukraine to join NATO is the time when its 
membership will strengthen Ukraine and NATO. Today it is unlikely to
do either.

But what of the future? The negatives are all too apparent: the
strength of the Party of Regions inside Ukraine and its determination to
use it, the illiberal metabolism of the key players in Yanukovych’s
administration; the weakness of Ukraine vis-à-vis Russia. But there are
also positive developments that need to be acknowledged and, what is
more, exploited.

Policy Intentions. Yanukovych is known to favour a multi-vector pol-
icy on a basis that respects Ukraine’s national interests. He has indicated
on several occasions that this will prove difficult unless “the West”
remains firmly in the equation. As Prime Minister under President
Leonid Kuchma, Yanukovych pursued a generally positive line towards
NATO. He was an architect of the NATO–Ukraine Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) on airlift (which parliament rejected), and he
supported the drive for a Membership Action Plan (MAP) at a time
when Kuchma was losing credibility in the West.

The problem is that Yanukovych and a good many others in his
entourage and government are hobbled by a lack of understanding of
Europe, North America and the working culture and ethos of their
core institutions, NATO and the EU. They exaggerate the extent of
geopolitical competition for Ukraine and underestimate the impor-
tance we attach to its democratisation, the liberalisation of its econ-
omy and the modernisation of its institutions.

The Reality of Russia. Yanukovych’s party is currently in denial about
Russia. Currently, they believe that ‘Yushchenko is to blame’ and
hope for real improvements that do not damage Ukraine’s independ-
ence or the interests of Akhmetov’s Systems Capital Management.
The latter know how to work with Russian partners, but also have a
number of competing interests, as well as a growing portfolio of
investments in central and western Europe. These industrialists rely
upon a predictable macro-economic framework with their eastern
neighbour, but have learnt to expect the unexpected. It is likely that
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today’s hopes will, once again, prove illusory. Will Regions continue
on a course of covert accommodations and incremental capitulations,
or at some point will they draw lines and seek help?

Political Realignment in Ukraine. By bringing members of Akhmetov’s
rival concern, the Industrial Union of Donbas (IUD), into his own
team (and the pivotal National Security and Defence Council),
President Yushchenko has, by design or accident, begun to break the
Orange-Blue mould of Ukrainian politics. To be sure, the IUD are not
crusaders against corruption or ideologues of financial transparency
and G7 style corporate governance. But they are self-interested pro-
ponents of a European future for Ukraine, and they have set them-
selves in opposition to the key projects that would turn Ukraine
towards another future: the Single Economic Space and the Russian-
Ukrainian energy consortium. Yet they are manifestly eastern Ukrainian
and are able to oppose, or at least dilute, the power of Regions on
their own turf.

Taken in the round, these factors suggest that the bounds of Euro-
Atlantic realism might expand even as Euro-Atlantic romanticism abates.
But if damaging mistakes are to be avoided, NATO will need to articulate
three clear messages:

• We would like Ukraine to join the Euro-Atlantic community to the
extent that it is willing and able. It is Ukraine’s choice. But it cannot
do so on the basis of values and interests that we do not share. A
retreat from democratic norms – not only in elections, but in media
freedom, administration and law enforcement – will have immediate
and damaging repercussions in Europe and North America.

• NATO’s priority is not MAP or membership, but the deepening of
cooperation and the strengthening of the networks, mechanisms and
programmes that sustain it. This depends on the survival of teams as
well as ministers – and the continuation of their work to bring Ukraine’s
defence and security sector into the 21st century. Much has been
invested and much achieved in this sphere. A return to ‘integration
by declaration’ will thoroughly disenchant Ukraine’s Western partners.

• There is an urgent need for Ukraine to demonstrate continuity and
credibility. Without them, our relationship will unravel. There is no
competition for Ukraine. There is a competition for priorities and
resources inside the West. If our joint work in Ukraine is dismantled,
Ukraine could find itself out of that competition.
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The lure of ‘firm good neighbourliness’

As a factor of influence over Ukraine’s ‘vector of development,’ Russia
today regards itself in a position of advantage. It has resources, history
and will on its side. As many Russians see it, the EU’s advantage is simply
one of attraction. Doubtless, their perspective is distorted: Ukraine’s
trade turnover with the EU is greater than that with Russia. Nevertheless,
as recent events have demonstrated, Ukraine depends upon Russia for its
energy, and over the short-to-mid term, there is nothing that the EU and
United States can do to change this. Second, whilst Ukraine’s policy
towards the EU and NATO is clearly foreign policy, language, inter-elite
ties and a common business culture make Russia a structural component
of internal politics in Ukraine. Third, Ukraine’s course is deemed a vital
interest by Russia, but only an important interest by most EU and NATO
member states.

These asymmetries between the EU and Russia have been made clear
to every Ukrainian government. When Ukraine speaks of integration
with Europe, the EU erects ‘conditionality’ and standards. When Ukraine
seeks closer relations with Russia, the Russians erect no standards except
‘firm good neighbourliness.’ Hence, the EU proceeds to construct its
Schengen frontier; hence Russia refuses to demarcate its border, until
2003 refusing to accept even the principle of demarcation on the
grounds that borders ‘should unite and not separate the people of our
countries’.7 Subservience to Russia does not require effort. Integration
with the EU requires too much. This contrast does not strengthen pro-EU
sentiment in Ukraine. If conditionality were seen as preparation for
membership (as it is between Ukraine and NATO), rather than rejection,
the impact might be very different. The comment of Leonid Polyakov in
2001 (at that time a senior analyst at the Razumkov Centre, now First
Deputy Minister of Defence) remains telling:

So far, Russian officials, unlike NATO’s, have never voiced their con-
cern about the weakness of Ukraine’s defence or the slow pace of its
military reform. One might infer that Ukraine’s problems in building
its Armed Forces are simply more acceptable to Moscow than Ukraine’s
success in that area (Polyakov, 2001: 15).

If the EU’s approach were different, perhaps many more Ukrainians
would understand that Ukraine’s problems ‘are simply more acceptable
to Moscow than Ukraine’s success.’ ‘Brotherly’ relations will only become
good relations when this is no longer true. But why is it true?
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The obvious answer is that, fifteen years after the collapse of the Soviet
Union, most Russians have not reconciled themselves to Ukraine’s inde-
pendence. To Russia’s pragmatic political elites, nezavisimaia (nezalezhna)
Ukraina – a juridically independent country – is perfectly acceptable, but
samostoiatel’noi Ukrainiy – a country ‘capable of standing’ without Russia
‘will never be’ – nikogda ne budet.

The less obvious answer is that Russian perspectives towards Ukraine
are not imperial stricto senso, but are a based on a conviction that Kyiv
Rus’ was the origin of the ‘Russian state’ – a conviction that makes
Ukrainian issues more difficult to resolve for Russians than they would
be if the issue were only one of ‘imperialism.’ The conviction that there
is a common land, a common history and a ‘single nation’ foments myth
making and trouble in a way that imperialism and geopolitics on their
own need not. The difference between a sentimentalised imagined com-
mon history and the related histories that exist in reality is one of nuance,
but the nuance is telling – and as the examples of Germany/Austria and
Sweden/Norway show, far from unique to Russia and Ukraine. The dif-
ferences between Lviv and Donetsk do not demonstrate that Ukrainians
are not a real nation, but invite investigation of how other real nations
cohere in the presence of equally strong differences: between Naples and
Milan, between Mecklenburg and Munich, between Massachusetts and
Mississippi. There are no pure nations, there are no absolute differences,
and there is no complete togetherness. Until Russia respects Ukraine’s
limited but telling differences, the question, ‘protiv kogo vy druzhite?’
[against whom are you waging friendship] will continue to bedevil rela-
tions, and Russia will continue to ‘wage friendship’ against Ukraine.

Nevertheless, continuities in Russia’s outlook have not bred a complete
continuity in policy. In the Yeltsin years, Russia’s cooperation with
Ukraine was predicated on integration; under Putin it has been predicated
on respect for Russia’s primacy. Here as in all spheres, the latter has pur-
sued an emphatically ‘pragmatic’ policy, dedicated to the ‘firm promotion
of national interests’: a policy that demands a far greater coordination
between commercial, geo-economic and geo-strategic objectives than had
hitherto been achieved. Yet the difference is not an absolute one. What
Dmitriy Trenin calls Putin’s ‘CIS Project’ rests on an understanding of the
transnational linkages that tie together the flawed domestic orders and
still largely sovietised elites of Russia, Ukraine and several other newly inde-
pendent states. It also depends on combining harder elements of power
with softer elements. The obvious candidates for such softer engagement
were, in the words of Dmitri Trenin, local elites ‘that have swiftly acquired
wealth and dominance but feel insufficiently self-confident.’
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Resting on strengthened economic links, Moscow will definitely be
able to secure political loyalty from the CIS countries. . . . The principal
instrument for realising the ‘CIS project’ will be the achievement of
understandings with the governing elites of the CIS. This will demand
long-term and painstaking work to create and promote in neighbouring
countries groups of influence orientated towards Moscow and a gradual
weakening and neutralisation of pro-Western circles (Trenin, 2004).

Is energy now emerging as a hard element of power? This would
appear to be true, but it is not the whole truth. The energy relationship
between the Russian Federation and its neighbours operates along three
dimensions: the economic, the geopolitical and the ‘subjective’ – the
personal, as distinct from the national interests of people in power. These
dimensions are like primary colours. Only when combined is it possible
to see properly.

The economic case in support of Russia’s ‘joint’ (but de facto state)
company Gazprom is simple and eminently justifiable. The Soviet Union
collapsed in 1991, but not Soviet-era prices. It is time for market prices
replaced them, but what is the ‘market price’ in conditions where the
product is a primary, unsubstitutable commodity and the supplier is a
monopolist? When OPEC sharply raised oil prices in 1974 and again in
1979, was the new price the market price or the old price? What we
know is that Europe managed to pay both, just as it can afford to pay the
$230 per mcm of gas which (with variations) is charged by Gazprom. If
Ukraine, Georgia and other customers cannot pay such a price, would it
be more profitable for Gazprom to lower the price or dispense with these
markets entirely? That question leads to the second complexity, namely,
that we don’t know. The reason we don’t know is because Gazprom is
not a transparent company. Just how it forms its prices and establishes
the line between profit and loss is ultimately a matter of assertion and
opinion. To be sure, few energy companies are properly transparent, but
until Gazprom becomes as transparent as the others the claim that
Ukraine is not being made to pay a political tariff is impossible to prove.8

When (admittedly after months of chicanery and evasiveness by the
Ukrainian side) a price is demanded that would plainly result in the col-
lapse of an economy – and proposals for staged price increases are
brusquely rejected – the basis for examining political motives is strong.

The geopolitical dimension is undeniable to all but the casuist. The
first paragraph of the official (2003) Energy Strategy of the Russian
Federation to 2020 defines the country’s fuel and energy complex as an
‘instrument for the conduct of internal and external policy,’ adding that
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‘the role of the country in world energy markets to a large extent deter-
mines its geopolitical influence.’ Russian analysts known for their objec-
tivity have echoed the view that Gazprom has become instrumental to
the aim of restoring Russia ‘to the capacity of a global centre of power’
and the establishment of a ‘sphere of predominance for Russian interests’
(Trenin, 2006).9

The linkage between economic and political dimensions also has a
number of recent precedents. On becoming Acting President of the
Russian Federation in December 1999, Vladimir Putin cut the supply of
oil to Ukraine for the fifth time since 1991. The taps stayed off until
April 2000, when President Kuchma took the first steps to meet Putin’s
political demands. The dynamic of concession led, by turns, to the dis-
missal of Ukraine’s then (and once again current) foreign minister, Boris
Tarasyuk in September 2000. By winter–spring 2001, energy interests,
Ukrainian and Russian, played an influential role in securing the dis-
missal of the First Deputy Prime Minister, Yulia Tymoshenko, and finally
the then Prime Minister, Viktor Yushchenko. In August 2004, the rela-
tionship re-emerged in inverse form when Gazprom and Naftohaz
Ukrainiy signed a supplementary agreement to their 2002 contract, set-
ting a five-year price of $50 per mcm. Few have questioned that this
agreement was predicated on the assumption that post-Kuchma Ukraine
would remain in Russia’s ‘sphere of predominance.’ Comparative analysis
of the energy equation in Moldova and Georgia also gives point to the
conclusion that economic, geo-economic and geo-political factors coalesce
and are difficult to separate. In this context, are Gazprom’s methodical
efforts to acquire ownership of pipelines and other infrastructure in
neighbouring countries economic or political? Is it not a distinction
without a difference?

Yet it is the institutional and personal dimension of the crisis, which is
proving to be the most telling for the future of Yushchenko and his admin-
istration. According to a growing body of evidence, neither Ukraine’s gov-
ernment nor its National Security and Defence Council played a material,
let alone direct role in negotiating the agreement signed with apparent
haste between Naftohaz, Gazprom and RosUkrEnergo on 4 January 2006,
nor was the agreement submitted for review by the National Security and
Defence Council or Cabinet of Ministers. The insecurity of the agreed price,
the non-market (but long-term) price agreed for transit, the long absence of
information about the real owners of RosUkrEnergo, the absence of clarity
about the joint venture being established with its participation, combined
with the revelations of journalists on every one of these very points, has
presented a murky and sinister picture.
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Facing the future

Given long-standing problems and recent challenges, how should the
EU prepare for the future and shape it? Too often, EU leaders forget that
they are determinant actors, although no one Moscow or Kyiv does. On
1 January, the Kremlin was fully resolved upon a course that would have
struck at the foundations of Ukraine’s economy and disrupted gas supplies
to Europe. On 4 January, it reconsidered. What had intervened was a
groundswell of critical European opinion. The lessons to be drawn from
this episode are threefold: Russia showed itself to be as dependent upon
the European consumer as the EU is upon the Russian supplier; the EU’s
strong reaction, or the fear of one, induced Russia to think again; thanks
to this fact, Russia’s relations with the EU have been damaged far less
than they would have been had the EU stepped back and acquiesced in
Russia’s course. Given its wealth and power, the EU influences its neigh-
bours whether it tries to or not.

Nevertheless, its means of influence over Ukraine have not always
been well chosen. First, it has diminished its own influence through a
policy, which too often unfolds in the shadow of policy towards Russia.
There is no case for the EU to pursue a policy towards Ukraine that is
anti-Russian. Equally, there is no good reason for hesitancy in approach-
ing Ukraine on its own merits and with clear regard for the distinct ways
that its development affects EU interests. After all, Ukraine is the north-
ern littoral of the Black Sea, its frontier now forms the principal eastern
border of the Union after Romania’s accession, and it is the transit zone
for 80 per cent of the EU’s imported gas from Russia. The EU’s stake in
the security and economic development of Ukraine, in its independence
and capacity of its institutions – and its democratic foundations – should
require no defence and should not be made contingent upon other
interests. The United States has developed, with profit, distinct and con-
structive relations with both Russia and Ukraine, and it is difficult to see
why the EU should not do the same.

Secondly, in inverse proportion to Ukraine itself, the EU diminishes its
influence by confusing the issues of integration and membership.
Membership, like the acquis communautaire, is indivisible. But integration
can be approached on a case by case basis. If Ukraine seeks a friendly
Schengen frontier and the EU a safe one, then it stands to reason that
Ukraine should meet EU standards on border management, policing and
customs regulation. If the EU can help Ukraine increase its capacity in
these areas, that is manifestly in the interest of Europe. If Ukraine seeks
levels of trade and investment analogous to Poland’s (and not per capita
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investment at one-tenth the Polish level), then it is essential to meet
Copenhagen criteria regarding contract enforcement, judicial integrity
and transparency. If the EU seeks expanding markets, not to say the
expansion of its business culture elsewhere, this too is an important
issue for Europe. The importance of gas to Europe needs no demonstra-
tion. The establishment of an EU–Ukraine Energy Dialogue (analogous
to that with Russia) should not need justification either, particularly
because interests and relationships are so different from the EU–Russia
relationship (Russia being a producing and transit country and Ukraine
being an importing and transit country). To this end, the establishment
of a joint Ukraine–EU mechanism in the area of energy sector reform
(analogous to NATO’s highly successful Joint Working Group on Defence
Reform) warrants consideration.

Integration and a differentiated approach to it, advancing in well
defined areas, by stages and to the extent that political will allows, would
be based on mutual interest and benefit. It would have its own distinct
mechanisms. This should neither rule membership in nor rule it out, but
simply give a positive impulse to the relationship with Ukraine (unlike
the New Neighbourhood policy, which has caused nothing but resent-
ment in Kyiv). As such, it would not suffer from the contentiousness
(nor the burdens) of an ‘accession process.’ Yet by making ‘signals’ and
‘perspectives’ the sine qua non of relations with the EU, Ukraine has
unwittingly strengthened those inside the EU who dismiss its prospects
and acquiesce in its return to Russia’s fold.

In much of the EU Russia too is seen through a false perspective, that is:
‘how will Ukraine’s integration with the EU affect Russia’s interests?’ The
broader and more significant question is how the EU’s interests will be
affected by the evolution of Russia. Is it in the EU’s interests to vindicate
Putin’s outmoded geopolitical view of security or to give encouragement
to those in Russia who question it? Will ‘zones of interest’ built upon the
weakness of neighbours, rather than their strength, contribute to regional
security or undermine it? To the EU’s ‘new neighbours,’ the question
answers itself. From the EU, an answer is still awaited.

Notes
* The views expressed are those of the author and not necessarily those of the

UK Ministry of Defence.
1. The November 2002 document was drawn up by the Commission’s General

Affairs and External Relations Council.
2. The EU Commission defines the Southern Mediterranean as Algeria, Egypt,

Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia.
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Not all of these countries have concluded Neighbourhood Agreements with
the EU (Commission, 2003: 3).

3. The Copenhagen European Council of December 2002 agreed to consider
European candidates for accession if they met the following criteria: adherence
to democracy, the rule of law, human rights, respect for minorities, a func-
tioning market economy, the capacity to cope with competitive pressures
and the ability to take on the obligations of membership.

4. The Conclusions of the Helsinki Council stated that ‘the EU acknowledges
Ukraine’s European aspirations and welcomes Ukraine’s pro-European choice.’
It also contained at least one other statement of note: ‘The freedom, inde-
pendence and stability of Ukraine rank among the greatest achievements of
the new Europe rid of old dividing lines. Geography as well as size, the resources
of its population as well as its location along the North–South and East–West
axes give Ukraine a unique position in Europe and makes it a determinant
regional actor.’

5. The communiqué of the Göteborg EU Council meeting on 15–16 June 2001
contained three eye-catching innovations. The first of these was the EU’s
unmistakable decoupling of Ukraine from Russia. Whereas Ukraine was dis-
cussed under the first heading, ‘The Future of Europe,’ the document’s three
paragraphs on Russia (one positive and two critical) were placed under the
seventh heading, ‘External Relations.’ Secondly, in contrast to the Russian
Federation, Ukraine was invited to participate in the European Conference
(although subsequent to the Council, the Russian Federation was also invited).
Third, Ukraine’s aspirations were recognised in the following terms: ‘Stable
and positive political and economic development in Ukraine is of strategic
importance for Europe. the Union acknowledges Ukraine’s European aspira-
tions and will continue to support democratic development, human rights,
the rule of law and market-oriented economic reforms.’ At the subsequent
EU-Ukraine summit in Yalta (11 September 2001), the EU stressed that Ukraine
would be treated on its merits; the only brake on its ‘entry into Europe’ will be
Ukraine itself.

6. A case in point is the UK–Ukraine Programme of Co-operation, which is both
larger and of longer standing than the UK-Russian bilateral programme.
Russia’s unwillingness to conclude such a programme until recently played
no role in Britain’s decision to establish such a programme with Ukraine, and
Russia’s curtailment of the programme at the start of the Kosovo conflict had
no impact on the UK’s bilateral programme with Ukraine at all.

7. Statement issued by RF Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 16 August 2001.
8. When negotiating the supply contract for the Odessa–Brody pipeline, TNK-BP

was assiduous in presenting all relevant data to the Ukrainian side. All of the
terms – which included a right for Ukraine to withdraw from the contract
with three months notice – were open to public inspection.

9. In an earlier paper, Trenin analysed Putin’s use of economic, cultural and
inter-elite factors ‘to establish and promote in neighbouring countries groups
of influence orientated towards Moscow and to progressively neutralise pro-
Western circles’ (Trenin, 2004). On 31 December 2005 Andrey Illarionov,
Putin’s former economics adviser (who resigned on 27 December) stated that
the Kremlin’s gas policy towards Ukraine ‘had no relation not only to liberal
economic policy, but to economic policy at all. . . . Energy weapons are being
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used against neighbours.’ (Eurasia Daily Monitor, Jamestown Foundation, vol 3,
issue 5, 9 January 2006). On 3 January, he went on to argue that the mechanism
used for determining European prices had been shelved with respect to Ukraine
and that price-maximisation had been substituted for profit-maximisation.
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